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  2Abstract 
 
In this project I explore everyday encounters with urban screens. I define urban 
screens as image interfaces that occupy (material) public urban space and represent 
other (symbolic) space. I conceptualise encounters with urban screens as events of 
media consumption in which passers-by are invited to communicate, without the 
possibility of pressing control buttons. I draw on the perspective of phenomenological 
geography, which understands place as an experiential dimension of space, sustained 
through habit, and on media domestication studies, which analyse how people 
incorporate media technologies and texts in familiar spaces. My grounded qualitative 
research encompasses four different screen placements: street and underground 
advertising panels, an architectural interface in a promenade, and a public art 
installation. A triangulation of my observations, participants’ diaries and depth-
interviews suggests that passers-by compensate for the lack of material controls by 
‘taming’ the screens (learning about their position, size, scale and mode of address), 
and by making use of screens in responding to various elements of the site-specific 
situations of passing by (presence of others, traffic, weather). Passers-by develop what 
I call ‘situational uses of urban screens’, such as managing interaction with unknown 
others, escapism, gathering potentially useful information, and focussing thoughts. I 
understand these ethnomethodological appropriations of screens as forms of 
pedestrian tactical resistance to institutional spatial arrangements. In order to maintain 
their practices of looking around and moving through routines, passers-by make their 
uses of screens habitual, and develop knowledge of the varieties of urban screen 
technologies and images. Through such intimate negotiations of technologically 
mediated urban spaces, people domesticate urban screens as taken-for-granted 
elements of their everyday spaces and landscapes of media consumption. I conclude 
that passers-by experience the changes of technologies and images as spatial changes, 
which make their habituation of mediated cities laborious and require their 
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Faced with the totality of the city, obstructed by codes that 
the dweller has not mastered but that he or she must 
assimilate in order to live there, faced with a configuration 
of places imposed by urban planning, faced with the social 
unevenness inside the urban space, the dweller always 
succeeds in creating places of withdrawal, itineraries for 
his or her use and pleasure that are individual marks that 
the dweller alone inscribes on urban space. 

































































  141.1 Everyday Encounters with Urban Screens in a Mediated City 
 
Sounds bit funny, to be honest. … I never thought someone would be asking 
me about that screen?! I don’t look at it. It’s…just there.  
(Nathan, Old Street) 
 
What do we do when we do nothing, what do we hear when we hear nothing,  
what happens when nothing happens?  
(Perec, 1997: 205) 
 
This project explores how people interact with urban screens on encountering them in 
their daily rounds. In my data about interaction, derived from 65 depth interviews and 
a number of diaries, participant observations, rhythmanalyses and photographs, 
collected at four different sites where screens have been placed in public urban space, 
comments like Nathan’s demonstrate an important consistency. In an audio recording 
of his passing through the site, he commented about others passing by and about a 
new building being constructed across the road. At the moment of passing by a screen, 
which he was not told of in advance, Nathan was silent. Although his response to my 
question about a large electronic news and advertisements screen in his 
neighbourhood may have declared the screen’s insignificance, it in fact revealed the 
screen’s everyday purchase in Nathan’s movement.  
 
Encounters with urban screens belong, first and foremost, to the realm of everyday 
life: “the inconspicuous” (Löfgren, 2008: 332), “the unnoticed, the overlooked”, the 
“apparently untellable” (Johnstone, 2008: 13, 18), “the banal, the quotidian, the 
obvious, the common, the ordinary” (Perec, 1997: 210). Analysing the everyday, 
writers have coped with the difficulty of representing it, by suggesting that it is, in 
fact, eventless (Highmore, 2002: 3; Lefebvre, 2002). In Blanchot’s words, because the 
everyday “allows no hold”, it seems as though it “belongs to insignificance” (2008: 
36). However, the danger in taking for granted that which appears as taken-for-
granted, as in Nathan’s account, is falling into the trap of seeming insignificance, 
whereby “to treat everyday life as a realm of experience unavailable for representation 
or reflection is to condemn it to silence” (Highmore, 2008: 82). Thus, it is one thing to 
say that it is difficult to research the eventful everyday and another to say that the 
everyday is eventless.  
  15On the other hand, media studies have attempted to explain the spread of urban 
screens in recent decades as part of an overwhelming contemporary media-abundance. 
As Gitlin asserts, “never have so many communicated so much, on so many screens, 
through so many channels, absorbing so many hours of irreplaceable human attention” 
(2001: 4). Restating the (correct and relevant) fact that media have become 
omnipresent has become commonplace, as have the claims about the difficulty of 
researching media consumption in contemporary contexts (Radway, 1988; Bird, 
2003). But how do we make sense of interactions with urban screens if the automatic 
assumptions are the seeming insignificance of walking and looking, and the presumed 
media abundance? I aim to answer this question in the first part of this chapter, by 
outlining the central conceptual and methodological positions I take in this project. In 
the second part, I outline the research programme and its presentation in this thesis. 
 
As the interview with Nathan progressed, he, like other respondents, began to 
contradict himself. While he maintained that he does not “stop and stare” at the 
screen, he admitted that he “give[s] it a glance”. Reflecting on the “glance[s]” in his 
daily passing by, Nathan was able to describe not only minute details of whatever 
images were featured on the screen, but also the situations in which he noticed the 
screen and interacted with it (whether that was to avoid gazes from approaching others 
or to imagine momentarily leaving the busy spot by looking at the imagery). The 
“glance”, I would argue, is a rich event, not only in that its immediate dynamics of 
interaction qualify it as a micro-social situation, but also in its implications for 
understanding everyday life in spaces which include urban screens. Furthermore, the 
“glance” is not only the principal modality of Nathan’s engagements with the screen, 
but also part of the site-specific context of the Old Street Roundabout, where “you just 
don’t stare at [the screen], it’s not what anyone does around here”.  
 
“Here” Nathan describes what he in fact does with the screen-mediation: he merely 
gives it a glance so as to keep the screen’s presence relatively insignificant – and non-
disruptive – in his everyday. Adapting to the more or less shared codes of behaviour in 
the particular location, Nathan also tells us something about how he relates to objects 
in his everyday space: the screen in Old Street, he tells us, is not something one would 
engage with overtly. Even when Nathan does not look at the screen every time he 
passes it by, he is continually aware of its presence as part of his everyday passing by. 
  16The gradual unlocking of his daily habit in the interview allows us to understand how 
his passing by is, in part, technologically mediated. My aim in this project is to 
understand situations of everyday encounters with urban screens, such as Nathan’s.  
 
Perec’s question (“What happens when nothing happens?”) is, then, not an invitation 
to an exploration of nihilism, but a sheer ethnographic curiosity about events that take 
place in the “infra-ordinary”, that is, “below the threshold of the unnoticed” 
(Johnstone, 2008: 13, 18). We can respond with Blanchot’s question: “[a]t what level 
is this ‘nothing happens’ situated?” (2008: 37). According to Lefebvre (2002: 45), 
relevance is in the fact that  
feelings, ideas, lifestyles and pleasures are confirmed in the everyday. The 
human world is not defined simply by the historical, by culture, by totality or 
society as a whole, or by ideological and political super-structures. It is defined 
by this intermediate and mediating level: everyday life. In it, the most concrete 
of dialectical movements can be observed: need and desire, pleasure and 
absence of pleasure, satisfaction and privation (or frustration) … embroiled in 
a permanently reactivated circuit [of repetitiveness].  
Lefebvre is not endorsing a view of the everyday as a series of trivialities. On the 
contrary, he suggests that it is only by temporarily displacing the grand questions that 
we can allow the apparently microscopic ones to reveal themselves in their diverse 
relations to the macro structures. In this study, the central problem in accounts like 
Nathan’s is not merely the fact that media have habitually become part of street 
furniture. It is rather that that which is habitual is an unproblematic absence of remote 
controls or power switches from engagements with interfaces that formally resemble 
household television.  
 
If we can agree that “media for communication compel people to communicate with 
them”, and if, on the other hand, people make use of media in ways of “mirror[ing] 
themselves as active agents and subjects” (Strathern, 1992: x-xi), Nathan’s encounters 
with the outdoor news and advertisements screen are micro-episodes of media 
consumption. Instead of negotiating his interaction with the screen in relation to 
(possible) other members of his household and the world beyond his home’s doorstep, 
Nathan’s interaction with the screen in the street takes place alongside his interactions 
with other people and objects. Those transient, yet significant, events inform Nathan’s 
  17intimate belonging in the site, which requires him to apprehend the changing 
inventory and to make it familiar. By making use of the screen he cannot operate 
himself, Nathan turns the screen which addresses him as a consumer into a resource of 
everyday life in the place, while simultaneously orchestrating his walking and looking 
in the presence of others, and navigating the changing traffic, unexpected rain, and 
endless other circumstances.  
 
In this project I take the post-Marxist position of understanding everyday life, broadly, 
as a domain of struggle of “the people versus the power-bloc … rather than “class-
against-class”” (Hall, 1981: 238),
1 which has also acquired, for better or worse, the 
status of taken-for-granted-ness in media and cultural studies. De Certeau’s seminal 
book “The Practice of Everyday Life” reminds us that ascertaining “the presence and 
circulation of a representation … tells us nothing about what it is for the users. We 
must first analyse its manipulation by users who are not its makers” (1984: xiii). I put 
de Certeau’s premise into research practice in the British cultural studies tradition of 
researching media consumption as situated “within the social … relations in which 
[the studied activity] commonly operates” (Morley, 1986: 15).  
 
My view of interactions with urban screens is essentially informed by de Certeau’s 
(1984) ideas about user’s “tactics”, as ways of doing, using, re-doing, in a word, 
appropriating that which the “strategies” of macro forces have pre-arranged for 
them.
2 The seeming insignificance of Nathan’s situational uses of the screen (avoiding 
to look at others and escapism) is essentially what tactics are. The tactic, de Certeau 
instructs us, evolves in a “clandestine nature, its tireless but quiet activity, in short … 
its quasi-invisibility, since it shows itself not in its own products (where would it place 
them?) but in an art of using those imposed on it” (1984: 31). Transient encounters 
with urban screens may appear as seemingly insignificant to both the researcher and 
                                                 
1 My attention will be oscillating between the workings of the one and the other, or, between what 
Morris (1990: 20, original emphasis) discussed as “banality” in cultural studies (exemplified in the 
work of Fiske, 1989a), which “assumes … that the subject is more powerful than the object”, and “fatal 
theory” (exemplified in the work of Baudrillard, 1994), which posits “that the object is always worse 
than the subject”.  
2 De Certeau’s theory has been criticised as being overly romantic (Gardiner, 2000: 179), “tentative” 
(Buchanan, 2000: 91) and lacking answers about broader social change (Massey, 2005: 46-47; Ahearn, 
2001). Nonetheless, de Certeau’s approach, while not without its limitations (see Chapter 3), provides 
me with a working conceptual tool for understanding practice as resistance (Ahearne, 1995: 188; Ward, 
2000: 7), devised less for final projections and more “to make such a discussion possible” (de Certeau, 
1984: xi). 
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bodily behaviour in those situations can demonstrate, and to the passers-by they are, 
simply, unostentatious. Throughout this project I argue that what is inaccessible to the 
observer’s eye is the pedestrian’s wealthy pre-reflective reservoir of knowledge that 
renders the routines of walking repetitive and practices of resistance taken-for-
granted. In order to research the encounters, I ‘evacuate’ them from the intimate pre-
reflective universes of my respondents and study them, drawing on de Certeau (1984), 
as negotiations. This is to emphasise that encounters are not merely chance-based 
(space is designed to direct one in some rather than other directions) but also eventful 
as micro-social situations in which passers-by seek to immaterially repurpose, to their 
own ends, institutional arrangements of their everyday spaces.  
 
Everyday encounters with urban screens are situations that at once belong to a range 
of social realities such as: spatial design, technological innovation, intimate 
biographies, and spatial histories. Thus, addressing interactions with screens in urban 
space instigates conversations with various disciplines and intellectual traditions such 
as the sociology of everyday life, the sociology of media consumption, existential 
geography, critical theory, architecture, urban studies, and anthropology. It is not the 
often unproductive separations between those disciplines which guide my analysis, 
but rather my search for useful connections. My discussion of such multifaceted 
junctions finds the most suitable expression in Morley’s (2006: 33) “multidimensional 
model” of theoretical synthesis. Instead of adopting “a linear succession of truths, 
paradigms or models, each displacing the previous one in some triumphal progress”, I 
seek to develop a path that “builds new insights on to the old, in a process of dialogue 
transformation which, if necessarily at points selective, is none the less synergetic and 
inclusive by inclination” (ibid.). Such diversity of points of attention will share a focus 
on elucidating the practices of everyday passing through the mediated city.  
 
To explore everyday life with media in public space requires grounding the study in 
the city as both a lived space and a conceptual domain. And to ascertain that the world 
is now a “largely urbanized world” (Castells, 2007: 441) is to immediately refer to a 
particularly  modern urban world, whereby “the substantial, homogeneous space 
derived from classical Greek geometry gives way to an accidental, heterogeneous 
space in which sections and fractions become essential” (Virilio, 2004: 97). This is to 
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simultaneity of stories-so-far”, as a process that is “never finished; never closed” 
(Massey, 2005: 9). With the proliferation of media and communication technologies, 
the mediated city is characterised by what Deleuze and Guattari (1988: 432) call 
“transconsistency”: space inter-connected with various ‘elsewheres’.  
 
I explore pedestrian practices in urban spaces that are (varyingly and unevenly) criss-
crossed by “spaces of flows” of commerce and communication (Castells, 2004: 36-
37), created by transnational economic and information networks (comprised, in part, 
also, of screen technologies). However, as I illustrate, the significance of urban 
screens in the passers-by’s experiential horizons is not merely informed by the 
locations of screens in “flows”, but by their appearance in particular, experientially 
apprehended and habitually practiced, places. In other words, I understand the city as 
“a dynamic site of flows, movements and minglings of people, information and 
things” (Crang, 2000: 305; cf. Qvortrup, 1997; Soja, 2003). If “two entities have to 
arrive to create an encounter” (Ahmed, 2006: 39), arrivals in the situations of 
encounters with screens are part of certain trajectories: economical and social 
circulation of media technologies in urban space, as well as one’s dwelling in some 
rather than other places.  
 
Screen technologies now make up part of everyday urban ecologies, in a burgeoning 
variability of scale, forms and uses, such as: fleeting mobile phone and laptop 
interactions, ubiquitous surveillance, digital advertising and information kiosks. My 
focus is on urban display screens (urban screens) which can be found in ever-
surprising forms. Owned and managed by a variety of actors (public authorities, 
advertisers, architects and artists), the ways in which urban screens address 
pedestrians are no less diverse. The so-called post-modern architecture, “committed to 
pluralism … of taste cultures and visual codes of its users” (Jencks, 2002: 2), has 
found a practical means of expression in the imagistic changeability of the building’s 
skin, provided by the “media façades” technology (ag4, 2006; cf. Tscherteu, 2008). 
There is, in parallel, “a rising [commercial] demand for … façades to act as 
communication interfaces” (Müller, 2006: 4). It is in the streets that advertisers target 
the “attractive audience” they find increasingly difficult to address in the home 
(DailyDOOH, 2009). The “upscale, young, and working full time” (ibid.) are 
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2006: 207; cf. Cronin, 2008). After years of steady increase of advertising screens in 
public space, the industry now proudly announces (in the “Digital Out-of-home Daily” 
newsletter) that “more than half of [the] UK population are [currently] exposed to 
digital advertising screens” (DailyDOOH, 2009). Public art, on the other hand, makes 
use of screen technologies to interrogate the orthodoxies of contemporary urban space, 
such as commercialisation, norms of behaviour, and ‘regeneration’ (Lehmann, 2009; 
cf. Lancel and Maat, 2009). To summarise, as Mumford originally pronounced in 
1937, contemporary urban space presents itself not only as a “geographic”, 
“economic” and “institutional” space but also, distinctly, as “a theater of social action” 
(2007: 87). 
 
The overwhelming functional and formal diversity of urban screens appears in far 
more mundane contexts within my respondents’ experiential horizons. Screens 
transiently move between the foreground and the background of attention in the 
routine passing through. However, unlike other pieces of street furniture, urban 
screens are media technologies. If encounters with screens are quotidian features of 
moving through everyday spaces, as Couldry and McCarthy remind us, “it is ever 
more difficult to tell a story of social space without also telling a story of media and 
vice versa” (2004: 1). Drawing on the “story” told by my respondents about making 
use of screen imagery and technology, I adopt as my central analytical tool Morley 
and Silverstone’s understanding of screens as “both texts and technologies” (1990: 
32). Therefore, I refer to urban screens in grounded spatial terms as display media 
exhibited across urban surfaces, which at the same time occupy physical space and 
represent other symbolic space.  
 
Histories of visible urban mis-en-scènes are paralleled with less visible “intimate 
histories” of how those spaces are lived as mediated spaces (Morley, 2006: 204). 
Passers-by know urban screens as part of knowing their everyday environments. In 
contemporary cities, the converse is at once true: passers-by know their surroundings 
as spaces mediated by urban screens. By exploring how a screen newly installed in the 
known environment morphs into its unquestioned component, I research “what we do 
with things, how the arrival of things may be shaped by the work that we do, rather 
than put aside what it is that we do” (Ahmed, 2006: 34). Studies of media 
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new technologies and texts in familiar spaces has the status of domesticating media. 
As has been researched in households, media technologies and texts are, through 
consumption, dynamically incorporated into the architectural and social interior: they 
are gradually allocated domestic spaces, while interactions with texts gain the status of 
the household members’ routines (ibid.). If households communicate with the 
‘outside’ world through consumption, the work of domestication is “crucial to the 
household’s more or less successful achievement of its own identity, integrity and 
security” (ibid. 6). In encountering mutable urban screens in spaces which host 
repeated traversals, passers-by seek a sense of stability without the ability to 
materially manipulate the screens. 
 
If “the work of inhabiting space involves a dynamic negotiation between what is 
familiar and unfamiliar” (Ahmed, 2006: 7), encounters with urban screens in the 
spaces of daily rounds involve not only responding to institutions’ invitations to 
communication but also rendering those repeated invitations familiar and taken-for-
granted. The quotidian work of domesticating technologies and texts is not 
“something which only takes place in the home” (Silverstone and Haddon, 1996: 46) 
but, with the spread of media technologies, also increasingly “on the streets” (Berker 
et al., 2006: 2). Although “we continually meet new situations”, particularly in public 
space, the requirement for stability necessitates such situations to be “made familiar” 
through repetition and reliance on the “stock of knowledge at hand” (Schutz and 
Luckmann, 1974: 141, my emphasis). As Ahmed reminds us, “the familiar is an effect 
of inhabitance” whereby encountering familiar things is “a matter of what happens to 
be “in front” of us” (2006: 7, 14). Thus, returning to Nathan’s case, ‘invisible’ objects 
are “domesticated objects”, in that they are “available” in the everyday horizon of 
spatial experience (ibid. 33).  
 
Since the screen changes its images regardless of Nathan’s attention, Nathan must 
continue glancing at the screen so as to maintain his familiarity with it as a ‘known’ 
object in the space of his daily rounds. Participants of this study reveal a hitherto 
unknown pedestrian expertise in ‘taming’ the screens (changing viewing positions and 
  22inspecting how they work), a rich diversity of ethnomethods
3 of making use of screens 
while passing by, and a sophisticated aptitude for perfecting those practices to the 
level of habits by which they know their everyday urban spaces. Such accounts testify 
to the enduring relevance of media domestication studies in our understanding of how 
publicly exhibited screens are privately domesticated and transformed into intimately 
known pieces of street furniture.  
 
This study is “grounded” in empirical data (Glaser and Strauss, 1967), which means 
that I base my arguments on “definitions, working perspectives, negotiations and 
translations which arise during interaction” (Knorr Cetina, 1981: 14, my emphasis). 
Lull took a similar approach in studying home television viewing and identified an 
array of “social uses of television” (1980, 1990), reformulating as insufficient the 
emphasis of an earlier tradition of research on how interaction meets individual 
psychological needs and gratifications (Blumler and Katz, 1974). Similarly, the data 
collected in this project reminds us that the meanings people attach to their 
surroundings are not simply the properties of those perceiving individuals but are 
inherently social. These meanings emerge between the perceiver and the perceived 
(cf. Hall, 1994). The “social uses of television” ‘re-emerge’ in this project as 
‘situational uses of urban screens’: forms of appropriating urban screens for the 
purposes relevant to the individual in the situation of passing through, such as 
avoiding others’ gazes, escapism, negotiating a sense of security and gathering 
potentially useful information. Thus, context is constitutive of meaning in this project. 
However, methodologically it also poses one elemental difficulty, that of translating 
the “vague” and “implicit” everyday utterances (Ang, 1996: 14) into identifiable terms 
of analysis. 
 
In a study about everyday (non)engagements with urban screens we find ourselves on 
the terrain of something “we’re habituated to … We don’t question it, it doesn’t 
question us, it doesn’t seem to pose a problem” (Perec, 1997: 210). In his proposal for 
“practical exercises” for noticing the seeming ordinariness in the street, Perec alleges 
that if “nothing strikes you” during observation, it is because “you don’t know how to 
                                                 
3 I adopt the term from Garfinkel’s (1984) studies of verbal indexical practices of sustaining order in 
micro milieus. I focus not merely on how people make their “activities visibly-rational-and-reportable-
for-all-practical-purposes” (ibid. vii, 11) but more broadly on how, experientially, people ‘work 
through’ encounters with screens they cannot materially manipulate. Thus, I refer to “ethnomethods” 
generally as a name for ‘people’s ways of doing’. 
  23see” (ibid. 50). He guides his reader: “carry on [looking] … until you can no longer 
understand what is happening or is not happening, until the whole place becomes 
strange, and you no longer even know that this is what is called a town, a street, 
buildings, pavements” (ibid. 53). Perec’s statement is an invitation to estrangement as 
research strategy. Thus, while the habituation of everyday spaces
4 requires the work 
of familiarisation with the changing inventory, reflecting on this learning requires the 
work of de-familiarisation from the acquired knowledge. Addressing that which is 
habitual and articulated spatially provides me with reasons to inform my 
methodological framework with the perspective of phenomenological geography.  
 
Post-war existential and human geography developed the discipline by turning to 
phenomenology in search of methods suitable for exploring “latent origins” of “overt 
behavior” (Buttimer, 1976: 278). Phenomenological geography has been concerned 
with contextualising, in spatial terms, the lifeworld, that is, the “taken-for-granted 
pattern and context of everyday life through which the person routinely conducts his 
[sic] day-to-day existence without having to make it an object of conscious attention” 
(Seamon, 1979: 20). My engagement with the discipline draws on Moores’ recent 
mobilisation of phenomenological geography in researching “apparently automatic 
uses of media in the habitual movements of the daily round”, which human 
geographers have not sufficiently explored (2006, original emphasis). Although the 
data in this study systematically resists another set of arguments made by some 
phenomenological geographers, such as Relph, that the use of technology in the 
contemporary spatial design and daily living is engendering a “placeless” world 
(1976, 1996), I find the discipline’s basic assumptions about experiential place-
making methodologically useful. My data confirms the central status that routine and 
taken-for-granted knowledge of space have in everyday life in the city, as well as the 
potential that encountering change in the familiar environment can have in revealing 
the pre-reflective properties of routine movement through known spaces. To 
summarise, if everyday life oscillates between the practical and the imaginary 
(Highmore, 2002: 4-8), both domestication studies and phenomenological geography 
                                                 
4 Habituation (“formation of habit”, Oxford English Dictionary, 2011) has been usefully defined by 
Tucker in spatial terms as “spatial habituation”: “a variety of spatially distributed modes of making the 
everyday”, whereby “habitual practices” function as “the key acts of attempting to achieve stability 
within the ongoing variation, that is [everyday] life” (2010: 24, 25-26). Thus, I adopt the term broadly 
to refer to the process of developing habits of interacting with everyday spaces (including screens). 
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life in technologically mediated urban space.  
 
Having mapped the epistemological territories in which I situate my research, my 
central question is: how do passers-by interact with urban screens in daily encounters 
and what is the status of those activities in the passers-by’s habituation of those 
spaces? By extension, I ask: if screens both occupy space and represent other space, 
how do passers-by negotiate their senses of place in those situations? What is, by 
further extension, the status of interactions with urban screens in broader landscapes 
of everyday media consumption?  
 
I sought answers to these questions by researching interactions at four different 
locations. I included the widest variety of locations possible, as well as the most 
diverse forms and uses of urban screens. I differentiated between them by comparing 
the scale, position and size of screens as they figured within the ecologies of those 
sites. The cases researched include: encountering a screen-object positioned alongside 
other objects in London’s Old Street Roundabout (Chapter 5), moving through the 
omni-present screen-scenography of the London Underground (Chapter 6), interacting 
with an immersive screen-place situated in the pavement of the promenade in Zadar, 
Croatia (Chapter 7), and participating in the one-off public art screen-action of 
responding to urban regeneration in London’s Gillett Square area (Chapter 8).  
 
In each case, the screen was positioned by its designers and appropriated by passers-
by site-specifically (cf. McCarthy, 2001). I employed a qualitative methodology with 
an ethnographic component that allowed me to maintain responsiveness to the site-
specific complexities of particular places. At each site, I explored how space implies, 
through its design and norms, where to move and look. In particular I considered the 
different “interactional system[s]” (Bryce, 1987: 127) in operation at the researched 
sites such as the mores of looking and moving around. I selected those elements as 
ones “likely to co-exist in a situation [of interaction]” (Morley and Silverstone, 1992: 
203). I assumed that if interactions with screens are in a constant conversation with 
other site-specific activities, it is only by “‘decentr[ing]’ the media from our analytical 
framework” that we can seek “to better understand the ways in which the media 
processes and everyday life are interwoven with each other” (Morley, 2006: 200).  
  25My methodological approach entails an interpretive understanding of encounters with 
screens as episodes in “the ‘intimate histories’ of how we live with a variety of media” 
(Morley, 2006: 204). In coping with the “discreteness” (de Certeau, 1984: 98-99) of 
passers-by’s practices, I had to take into account the fact that “unlike movement and 
rest, which are both clearly observable phenomena in the natural world, encounter is 
less obvious because it deals with [the] inner situation as well as external entity or 
event” (Seamon, 1979: 99). Merely observing “behavior in space and time”, to quote 
Buttimer, would only ever allow us to read “the surface movements of icebergs, 
whose depths we [would be able to] sense only vaguely” (1976: 287). Take, for 
example, Löfgren’s experience of doing ethnography of rail travel solely through 
observation:  
My first attempts at ethnography of such everyday processes were not very 
successful. I … often came back with a few trivial observations and photos I 
kept staring at. It was hard to grasp what was going on in these mundane 
situations of travel … like waiting, daydreaming and other non-events. What is 
happening when people say they are doing nothing? (2008: 332). 
Despite the bold attempt, Löfgren’s endeavour falls back on Perec’s critique of 
representing the everyday as eventless. In response to Löfgren, I borrow from 
Strathern (1992: ix) who opines that “if you can see someone watching a screen, you 
do not know what that person is seeing. All you are doing in fact, is in turn watching 
that person”.  
 
I asked each participant to produce what I will call a ‘walking diary’ (with reference 
to “psychogeography”, Coverley, 2006; cf. Knabb, 2006). The participant walks their 
route, which includes passing next to a screen, and talks into the voice recorder about 
how they experience their surroundings as they walk (see Appendix 1). I do not tell 
them at that point that the screen is the focus of the study. Then I talk to the 
respondent about what they recorded, their routines at the site and their interactions 
with the screen. I compare the responses by existential ‘insiders’ and ‘outsiders’ from 
the place (Relph, 1976), assuming that those less familiar with the site will deem 
experientially significant what those familiar with the site might be only pre-
consciously aware of (cf. Moores and Metykova, 2009, 2010). If the same screen can 
be given overt attention and ignored, considering the variety of responses to urban 
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appropriation and gradual acceptance of screens as components of everyday spaces. 
 
Although I primarily collected accounts from individuals, I did not merely infer “from 
[the] knowledge of the attributes of single actors” (Knorr Cetina, 1981: 9, 17). 
Encounter as a micro-social situation “entails a dynamics and organization of its own” 
because it is “tied to particular occasions and to other participants in the situation” 
(ibid. 9, original emphasis). A glance directed toward a screen and away from an 
approaching other evolves “from the interlocking of intentionalities rather than from 
their singular existence” (ibid.). Thus, I study the encounter as “the immediate social 
event of communication” (Vološinov, 1973: 47, original emphasis), and focus on “the 
reciprocity and the situated character of social action” (Knorr Cetina, 1981: 15). A 
screen “hail[s]” the passer-by (Althusser, 1971) and the passer-by negotiates the “hail” 
in the specific social context, such as the presence of others. I explore such situations 
by comparing what people do (as seen in observations), what they say they do (in 
interviews), and what they experience as they do what they do (in ‘walking diaries’).  
 
By bringing many different perspectives into conversation with each other, an 
interdisciplinary project like this one runs the risk of raising more questions than can 
be satisfactorily answered. Hence, my engagement with multiple theoretical traditions 
will be necessarily restrictive. At least one such price will come in my combined 
application of domestication studies and phenomenological geography. I am not in a 
position to offer a phenomenology of encounters with screens, nor a longitudinal view 
of the process of domestication. Rather, I seek the most appropriate set of tools for 
understanding everyday (non)engagements with urban screens, a range of insights into 
what pedestrians do in relation to urban screens and what the status of those practices 
might be in our understanding of the technologically-mediated habituation of urban 
space. To borrow from Keen’s commentary about phenomenological geography, this 
project seeks “less to give us new ideas than to make explicit those ideas, 
assumptions, and implicit presuppositions upon which we already behave and 
experience life … [and] to reveal to us exactly what we already know and that we 
know it” (1975: 18). My aim is to offer not final projections, but, among myriad 
possibilities, some key dimensions of everyday interactions with urban screens. 
   
  271.2 Thesis Outline 
Everyday encounters with urban screens are discussed conceptually in Chapters 2-4, 
empirically in Chapters 5-8, and concluding remarks are offered in Chapter 9. In 
Chapter 2 I review the available literature about screens in a (re)mediated city. By 
historicising contemporary urban screens in the broader context of urban visual 
cultures and communication infrastructures, I identify urban screens as both distinct 
image interfaces and indivisible items in plural urban assemblages. I also discuss 
screens as subsidiary sources of public illumination, designed and positioned in 
relations of scale and distance to other objects and passers-by. In Chapter 3 I consider 
the “fellow user of a public space” as at once a “vehicular” unit (Goffman, 1972: 28) 
and a member of “dispersed” media audiences (Alasuutari, 1999) who negotiates 
urban screen mediations while navigating urban space. Although passers-by still seek 
ways to master the changing external stimuli (through, for example, the use of 
personal stereos) (Bull, 2000), I suggest that the modernist accounts of urban 
experience as “shocks” (Benjamin, 1999a) or blasé attitude (Simmel, 2002) need to be 
rethought. In contemporary urban contexts passers-by are accustomed to encountering 
and resisting the stimuli. This taken-for-granted-ness of interaction with urban space 
will pose one central methodological challenge, which I consider in Chapter 4. I 
discuss the relevance of phenomenological geography in this project and, seeking 
ways for researching the fleeting activity of passing by urban screens, I propose 
employing a combination of observations, diaries and interviews.  
 
Conceptualising encounters with screens as ‘site-specific’ situations, I organise the 
empirical materials by presenting the cases of different locations of research in 
separate chapters (5-8). They, however, share a common structure: I begin by 
reflecting on site-specific methodological issues, and continue by considering the 
spatial, social and cultural dimensions of moving and looking around in the particular 
site, and, crucially, explore the participants’ practices of making use of and 
domesticating screens. 
 
In Chapter 5 I research interactions with a news and advertisements screen positioned 
amongst other screens and other kinds of objects in a footway (a sidewalk divided 
with fence from the road) in London’s Old Street Roundabout. Interactions with the 
screen there are indivisible from the transient passing through, which passers-by 
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diverse stimuli), ‘walking-viewing’ (pleasurably interacting with the surroundings) 
and ‘picturing environment’ (making sense of the screen-image after it has left the 
view). Residents domesticate the screen they did not choose to have by attributing to it 
qualities they find lacking in their neighbourhood, such as being “shiny”, “airy”, 
“colourful” and “informative”. In a city where pedestrian traffic is unthinkable 
without its underground extension, in the following, Chapter 6, I shift the focus into 
the London Underground transport tunnels (henceforth, LU), designed, paradoxically, 
to encourage both moving straight and looking around. Screens provide the 
commuters with immaterial resources for coping with the particular social (contending 
with the crowds) and spatial circumstances (progressing through “scruffy” and 
“narrow” space) of their everyday travel. Respondents read screens alongside personal 
temporal calculations for travelling ‘efficiently’, by ‘doing’ more than ‘moving’. They 
make use of the visual augmentations of tunnel walls as more pleasurably looking 
‘elsewheres’, and welcome the changes of images as diversifications of potentially 
monotonous space.  
 
In Chapters 7 and 8 I expand on the issues of change in everyday environments 
performed by, or questioned with, the installation of urban screens. As I report in 
Chapter 7, an architectural interface with abstract moving images was incorporated 
into the refurbished promenade’s end in the Mediterranean town of Zadar (Croatia). 
Positioned within the space of local pedestrians’ inter-personal glancing, the screen 
offers imagery of an attractive ‘elsewhere’, but it also ‘screens’ international tourists’ 
play with this previously unseen interface. In Chapter 8 I explore the case of using 
urban screening in making sense of spatial change. I report on a public art project 
organised in London’s Gillett Square, where the community of residents concerned 
with the ongoing spatial redesign (‘regeneration’) of the broader Dalston area set up a 
wall of screens and projected their own footage of sites planned for demolition. In 
both cases, residents respectively appropriated as ‘heterotopias’ (Foucault, 2002) the 
sites of screenings and thereby could negotiate their everyday spaces. In Zadar the 
screen-place served residents as a gateway from the “underdeveloped” national space 
to the spaces of the “technologically progressive” ‘West’. In Gillett Square the 
residents screened their everyday spaces planned for eradication as “slightly 
immortal”.  
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As I suggest in the Conclusion (Chapter 9), habituating contemporary urban spaces 
includes labouring within the experiential horizon to transform the new “magical” 
screens into expected elements of street furniture. For that purpose, passers-by 
endeavour to ‘tame’ the screens by learning about their technology (in comparison to 
other known forms) and images (the genre, the contents, the presentation). Making the 
situational uses of screens into routines allows passers-by to continue their everyday 
lives in mediated spaces without having to work out those practices on each encounter 
anew. As the new screen technologies and texts appear alongside the familiar and 
known ones, and continue changing without the manipulation of passers-by, 
domestication needs maintenance: it is carried out indefinitely as part of everyday life 
in the mediated spaces.  
 
To sum up, living in a city at present also means living with urban screen-mediations. 
It means passing by display interfaces that invite communication, regardless of one’s 
actual responses. Everyday life in mediated urban spaces requires developing habits of 
interacting with screens and domesticating the screens one cannot operate oneself. In 
that process, as Silverstone (2006: 232) reminds us, 
both parties to the interaction, the human and the technological, and in both 
material and symbolic ways … are in a constant dialectic of change … that is 
unending, that takes place across different temporalities and different 
territories, and that is indeed the very stuff of what everyday life now consists: 
the stuff … of mediation, the stuff of private and of public life.  
Exploring the differential status of looking and not-seeing in the activity of passing 
through familiar spaces, I seek to understand how everyday encounters with urban 
screens mediate citizens’ habituation of technologically-mediated urban spaces. 
Passers-by may not be channel flicking while in the streets, but they engage in 
sophisticated switching between pre-conscious awareness, conscious noticing, and 
attentive gazing, which make up their everyday labour of negotiating technologically 
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  312.1 Introduction 
 
What media are needs to be interrogated and not presumed.  
(Larkin, 2008: 3) 
 
Contemporary debates in media studies recognise media abundance as a central 
characteristic of modern everyday life. In some cultures more than in others,
5 it has 
become difficult to imagine everyday life without media (Bird, 2003; Couldry, 2005; 
Gitlin, 2001). Their presence is sensible not only in the home but also in urban space 
(McQuire, 2008: 130; Friedberg, 2006: 6-7; Huhtamo, 2009: 15). In the contexts of 
the post-industrial service economy and globalisation, the contemporary 
“megalopolis” “[has] sprouted communication technologies” across its territories 
(Gitlin, 2001: 84, 88). In fact, the present-day urban space has been conceptualised as 
a “MediaCity”,  a general concoction McQuire devised for describing “a complex 
process of co-constitution between architectural structures and urban territories, social 
practices and media feedback” (2008: vii). From that perspective, screen technologies 
– such as photography, film, geospatially responsive mobile phones, laptops, 
surveillance and digital information systems – share a history of use by both urban 
planners and pedestrians in making sense of permanently growing and changing urban 
space. I find this perspective about the ubiquity of media technologies useful as a 
point of departure, rather than arrival. Amidst widespread claims about the 
contemporary media omnipresence, which have gained the status of truisms, the 
particular ways in which urban display screens now comprise part of urban 
infrastructures and visually reconfigure everyday spaces have not been given 
sufficient attention.  
 
If urban screens are not only located in but also form part of urban spaces (McQuire, 
2008: 146, 25, 16; Wilken, 2006: 31), we must address the ways in which screens help 
to form particular “perceptual environments” in “everyday urban arenas through 
which people move” (Larkin, 2008: 2-3). Thus, returning to Larkin’s suggestion in the 
epigraph, I stress that “media technologies are more than transmitters of content, they 
represent cultural ambitions, political machineries, modes of leisure … and, in certain 
                                                 
5 We must keep in mind that “[t]he saturation is increasingly global, though not irresistibly so” (Gitlin, 
2001: 9). As Mattelart put it, between “universalising modernity and territorial singularity” there is a 
“permanent dance of unequal exchange” (1991: 38). 
  32ways, the economy and spirit of an age” (ibid. 2). To better understand how particular 
forms of urban screens in particular spaces address passers-by, I adopt Couldry and 
McCarthy’s argument that saturation with screen technologies also means saturation 
with “images of other places and other (imagined or real) orders of space” (2004: 1). I 
apply their premise by considering urban screens both as technologies and as texts. 
This approach has been found useful in the studies of television, not only in 
households (Morley and Silverstone, 1990), but also in “out-of-home” contexts 
whereby “ambient” television operates as “at once a physical object in social space 
and a source of enunciations originating in, and displaying, other places” (McCarthy, 
2001: 15). Thus, I refer to urban screens generically as display technologies exhibited 
across public urban surfaces, which both occupy public space and augment it with 
visual representations of various ‘elsewheres’.  
 
As indicated above, I begin this chapter by drawing on historical perspectives and a 
plethora of debates in urban studies, architecture and media and cultural theory. I 
explore how urban and architectural design and outdoor advertising make use of 
screen technologies as they strive to arrange, negotiate and privatise public urban 
spaces. I then review McCarthy’s “Ambient Television” (2001) project, a pioneering 
attempt at deciphering the “out-of-home television”. Lastly, I identify some of the 
common spatial properties of diverse forms of contemporary urban display screens. I 
discuss urban screens as:  
a) singular elements built in and indivisible from plural urban structures  
b) subsidiary sources of public illumination, and  
c) objects that, though constantly operational and visible from a variety of 
positions, are designed to be viewed transiently and at sufficient proximity and 
distance.  
Historicising the contemporary forms of urban screens, I will suggest that in the 
context of screens, the contemporary city is not only ‘mediated’, but also ‘re-




  332.2 Dynamics of Urban Visual Cultures  
Cities “are as old as civilization itself” (Kasinitz, 1995a: 8). However, the enormity of 
urban growth, the permanent change of infrastructural conditions, as well as the steady 
increase of urban population, are distinctly “modern” characteristics of cities (ibid; cf. 
Lefebvre, 1996a: 76-78) that form the context in which to explore urban screens. 
There is a lack of a coherent theoretical approach to urban screens in the literature on 
urban studies and architecture. Dealing with this absence, in this section I refer to 
select urban and architectural history in order to contextualise urban screens as part of 
a variety of media technologies that have served planners and designers in their 
negotiation of urban space. I situate urban screens in the context of urban visual 
cultures, consisting of circulations of images and information, as well as specific 
material arrangements of space.  
  
In attempting to manage public urban space, earlier medieval and renaissance towns 
had only to circle the territory “by a wall with secure gates”, from where activities in 
public were available by sight (McQuire, 2008: 17). However, by the mid 18
th 
century, it was increasingly difficult to conceptualise the growing urban space in any 
way “except in bits and pieces” (Harvey, 1989: 66). Making sense of urban space 
required technological means. The distribution of the reflector lanterns (réverbères) 
across bourgeois quarters prepared the ground for the development of a public system 
of electric lighting, which was promoted in the late 19
th century as “a guarantor of 
public morals, safety and order” (Schivelbusch, 1995: 93-95, 134). The swift urban 
growth from the late 19
th century onwards was underpinned by the development of a 
set of technologies – such as trains, cars, elevators, telephones and radio – which 
allowed movement and communication across and within the expanding urban space 
(McQuire, 2008: ix, 56-57). In particular, photography served as a useful mapping and 
archiving tool, rendering the city space “available to perception, cognition and 
action”, while film represented the increased pace of life by “privileging multiple 
points of view seen by a mobile observer” (ibid. 184, 75, ix; cf. Harbord, 2002: 1). 
More recent forms of “photographic technologies” such as the closed-circuit television 
surveillance systems, “have become part of urban experience” (Nead, 2007: 107). We 
can thus understand the visual apprehension of modern urban space through a double 
logic of image circulation: both collecting and projecting. Focussing on the latter, I 
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contexts for urban visual cultures. 
 
Contemporary projections of images on the façades of buildings have been formulated 
against earlier periods in modernist architecture, marked, firstly, by rationalist 
orderings of urban vistas and, secondly, by functionalist attempts at designing space 
that would enhance efficiency in both work and leisure. The reconstruction of Paris 
from the mid 19
th century onwards exemplifies those developments. Baron von 
Haussmann’s “radical urban surgery” involved not only introducing hygiene 
infrastructures and leisure facilities but also displacing working class inhabitants, and 
‘straightening’ the ‘messy’ vistas dominated by a mix of old medieval houses into 
visually unhindered boulevards (McQuire, 2008: 36; cf. Harvey: 2003). Haussmann’s 
putative successor, the architect Le Corbusier, promoted the “city or house” in the 
early 20
th century as “the machine for living” (Le Corbusier, 2006b: 417). He 
envisioned its elements (buildings, rooms, shelves) as similar to machine parts in 
vehicles: geometrically designed, with maximal visibility and ventilation, and minimal 
ornament. The all-encompassing aim was to enhance “moral health” (Le Corbusier, 
2006a: 408) and, effectively, “to put in order” (2006b: 412, original emphasis). The 
zero-sum position for the success of the “mass-production spirit” was articulated as 
“architecture or revolution” (2006a: 406, 407). Although Le Corbusier never managed 
to fully realise his projects, the mid 20
th century required a widespread recovery from 
the massive destructions of World War II (Harvey, 1989: 68; Kelbaugh, 2000). In that 
context, Le Corbusier’s model of “technologically rational and efficient” planning of 
series of apartment and office blocks was adopted extensively, “as if a new and 
revivified version of the Enlightenment sprang” (Harvey, 1989: 66-69). Towards the 
end of the 20
th century, architecture pursued a stylistic divorce from, albeit not a final 
break with, the modernist inheritance (ibid.).  
 
Reacting against modernist urban “planning”, from the 1960s onwards, architects 
advocated “design” of “singular objects of architecture” (Baudrillard and Nouvel, 
2002; Hegarty, 2008: 328).
6 Individual buildings were designed to challenge the 
straight modernist grid (Hays, 2003: 129-130; Hays, 1995: 42; Wilken, 2006: 137; 
                                                 
6 See Tschumi’s (2000) outline of some of the key ways in which contemporary forms give shape to the 
so-called post-modern architecture, such as multi-function and search for unfamiliar forms. 
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7 A suitable tool of expression was found in a variety of projection 
technologies, incorporated in or pointed at the façade (Tscherteu, 2008: 5). Amongst 
the architects who, in the 1970s, foresaw “the tail end of “paper architecture””, such 
as Koolhaas, Hadid, de Portzamparc, Libeskind and Tschumi (Goldberg, 2003: 46), 
Diller+Scofidio pioneered the use of “electronically mediated presence” for 
“interrogating the contemporary built environment and … visual culture” 
(Dimendberg, 2003: 67; Betsky, 2003: 24).
8 In producing both architecture and public 
art, Diller+Scofidio, recently joined by Renfro, make use of projection technologies, 
doing so “generatively rather than representing them formally” to question the 
modernist promise of technology as a guardian of controllable efficiency (Schafer, 
2003: 97).  
 
Diller+Scofidio’s architectural design of the new “Moscone Convention Center” in 
San Francisco may have seemed like a conventional glass and iron business building 
had it not also included a large display screen, one featuring footage of actual 
situations inside workspaces as well as fictional videos of workers fighting and 
screaming. By incorporating such form of display in the design of the building, 
Diller+Scofidio challenged not only the architectural conventions of division between 
interiority and exteriority but also the Cartesian reification of optical vision. When the 
footage on the screen seamlessly switches to workers hitting each other, the architects 
invite passers-by to think of the camera as potentially both “a scanning device and … 
an instrument of deception” (Dillerscofidio, 2010; cf. Fig. 1). In a public art project 
called “Soft Cell”, Diller+Scofidio installed a screen in a shop window in New York. 
A large pair of lips asked passers-by, engaged in actual shopping, whether they would 
also like to buy things like: identity, reputation, alibi, or a place in history (Betsky, 
2003: 25, 32; cf. Fig. 1).  
                                                 
7 See, for instance, the case of the use of electronic façades in the 1970s in Zagreb, Croatia, as an 
architectural tool for performing a micro subversion of the macro ideological planning strategies of the 
communist era (Blau and Rupnik, 2007). 
8 Myriad public art projects make use of display media to question different aspects of the mediated 
urban quotidian, notably those by Nam June Paik (Morley, 2006: 275-291), Jenny Holzer (Joselit et al., 
1998), Krysztof Wodiczko (1999), and Rafael Lozano-Hemmer (Lovink, 2000). 
  36 
Fig. 1: Diller+Scofidio: “Facsimile” (Moscone Center) and “Soft Cell” 
(Sources: http://www.dillerscofidio.com/facsimile.html and 
http://www.arcspace.com/architects/DillerScofidio/aberrant_architectures/) 
 
Diller+Scofidio have made plain that overlaying surfaces of buildings with images 
offers one important form of interrupting the straight constructing grids inherited from 
modernism (Fig. 2). Anticipated decades earlier in the dystopian film imagery of 
Ridley Scott’s “Blade Runner” (1982) as part of usual urban ecology, the construction 
of moving image façades is now less and less a surprise in a number of new business, 
sport and retail facilities across the urbanised world.  
 
Fig. 2: Wiermann-Mader-Stubic media façade in Vienna (Austria) 
(Source: http://rebeccaglaser.wordpress.com/) 
 
Advancements in projection technologies (such as the realistic presentation of 
images), their adaptability to three-dimensional forms of built structures, as well as 
remote manageability of contents (ag4, 2006; Tscherteu, 2008; Haeusler, 2009), have 
allowed a steady proliferation of electronic architectural surfaces in the construction. 
The “video walls” have been added as a fifth on the list of what were formerly four 
key elements of construction: “wood, steel, glass and concrete” (Blueprint, 2005: 32). 
However, the new element does not have a single name – the circulating vocabulary 
only describes a formal fusion of (LED, plasma and pixel) ‘media’ and ‘architecture’. 
Most common names include “media façades” (ag4, 2006), “moving surfaces” 
(Bouman, 1998b), “interactive architectures” (Bouman, 1998c), “electronic 
  37billboards” (Sadin, 2007), “hypersurface” (Perrella, 1998), “mediarchitecture” 
(Thomsen, 1996a, 1996b), “mediatecture” (Wirths, 2001) and “digital walls” 
(Blueprint, 2005). This gallery of names highlights the significance of the perceptual 
instability (of things “moving”, “interactive” and “hyper”), present where things had 
previously seemed more ‘stable’: the building’s surface. The avoidance of stabilising 
terminology reflects the difficulty of naming the common feature of these continually 
changing forms. In fact, as indicated above, the development of media façades 
represents “more of a slide than a jump” in architectural history (Jencks, 2002: 1). 
 
Seeing contemporary media façades juxtaposed with earlier forms of façades makes 
clear that urban space is composed of surfaces originating in a variety of periods. In 
this mixed context, architectural forms “may speak to perceivers in ways unintended 
by their makers” (Cronin, 2010: 138; cf. Lynch, 1972; Leach, 2002; MacPhee, 2002: 
220). From that perspective, media façades can be said to share the basic “ornamental 
principles” (such as “repetition” and “rhythm”) with earlier forms, in serving a 
“communicative, narrative aim” of a building’s outer skin (Caspary, 2009: 66).
9 In 
their seminal study of Las Vegas’ neon architecture, Venturi et al. (1977) took this 
argument further by famously suggesting that the buildings with display screens 
should be understood merely as “decorated sheds”, rather than “symbols” per se (ibid. 
87). Some symbolism, they argue, is inherent in all forms, including the functionalist 
architectural programme.
10 In architectural terms, then, the difference between 
contemporary media façades and earlier forms can also be seen as functional: the 
buildings with media façades have fewest perforations for incoming daylight 
(windows) and ventilation (air-conditioning) so that there is enough uninterrupted 
surface for projecting images (Bouman, 1998b: 62; Haeusler, 2009: 84; Tscherteu, 
2008: 8). In this study, the emphasis is on the fact that media façades are a form of 
media technology. The development of media façades as means of communication has 
particularly privileged advertisers’ attempts at addressing pedestrians in urban space, a 
practice as old as cities. 
                                                 
9 In that sense, the use of media façades also serves as a negotiation of the future of urban spaces 
(Nevárez, 2009). Media façades are increasingly employed for purposes of urban branding in a number 
of world cities, with the assumption that display technologies known in spaces such as London’s 
Piccadilly Circus, New York’s Times Square and Tokyo’s Shibuya District, signify economic power 
and prestige (ibid.). See Chapter 7. 
10 Ongoing debates in architecture address the use of electronic signage with value-laden questions 
about whether it is “inevitable and good” for the building’s appearance (Venturi et al. 1977) or merely 
serves “escapist” forms that have nothing to do with the “traditional task of cultural symbolization” 
(Harries, 1988: 38).  
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and even the streetlight became economic weapons” in outdoor advertising (Nye, 
1994: 175; Cronin, 2010: 3). In the late 1970s, European and American advertising 
industries consolidated the steady proliferation of their services in the form of “total 
communications” (Mattelart, 1991: 187), and began targeting with their messages at 
“anything”: “physical objects, services, personalities, places, organisations, and ideas” 
(Kotler, 1980: 351). Following periods of deregulation, the globalisation of markets, 
the diversification of practices and the segmentation of audiences, “[a]dvertising has 
become an essential actor within public space” (Mattelart, 1991: ix). With its 
penetrative power in the public realm, by covering available surfaces of urban space 
(both buildings and vehicles), as well as constructing its own (billboard panels), 
outdoor advertising has evolved into “an institution and … industry of public noise” 
(ibid. x; cf. Cronin, 2000: 38, 41). It is founded on research data about mobile 
pedestrians and urban spaces, which is generated not as “accurate or ‘true’” but as a 
justification for further investments and decisions about how and where advertising 
screens should be positioned (Cronin, 2008: 99).  
 
Passers-by are imagined “as a behavioural assemblage of eyes, legs, and pocketbook 
moving through” (McCarthy, 2001: 74; Smythe, 1981: 27) and classified as either 
“insiders” who favour staying indoors or “outsiders” (“younger, upscale, affluent, 
active”) who prefer the opposite (Cronin, 2008: 100). Urban space is also 
conceptualised “through movement rather than location” (ibid., original emphasis). 
Advertisers differentiate between “travel” spaces (such as trains) and “dwell” spaces 
(such as train platforms), and situate still images in the spaces of movement, and 
moving images in the spaces of waiting (ibid. 100-102). Assuming that the pedestrian 
“mobile mindset” is one that is always “open to … a dialogue”, the industry 
standardised “bold, simple and striking” message design as an effective means of 
capturing attention (ibid. 103, 104). As one practitioner put it, twisting the 
professional jargon that refers to a poster as a “shout” and a “sound bite”, advertising 
screens are configured as “site bites” (Bernstein, 1997: 212-213; cf. Cronin, 2008: 
104). The higher the “density” of passers-by in a chosen “site”, the bigger the “hit” 
probability (Cronin, 2010: 26). However, since the industry itself agrees that it 
remains “impossible to prove a direct, unequivocal causal link between advertising 
campaigns and sales” (ibid. 29), each new attempt “to break through the clutter” 
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through the clutter” (Gitlin, 2001: 68).  
 
While the advertising industry works to increase satisfactory brand “recall” rates, by 
increasing the presence of screens (CBS Outdoor, 2011; cf. Moor, 2007), 
postmodernist philosophy has developed certain theoretical critiques. It sees electronic 
representations of ‘elsewheres’ within (physical) constructed public spaces as 
totalising in their alleged blurring of the ‘real’ and the ‘simulated’ (Baudrillard, 1994). 
Indeed, in architectural terms, “when stationary objects are visually animated … 
[h]owever sturdy their construction may still be, they appear to be moving” (Bouman, 
1998b: 64). However, some frequently cited comments have taken that premise to the 
extreme and suggested that mediated spaces offer “a sort of rapture of indeterminacy 
… between images and reality” (Gitlin, 2001: 127). The idea of the image-drenched 
quotidian has served as a staple target for some strands of Marxist reflections on 
capitalist society. For example, Debord famously commented on contemporary 
mediated everyday life as a “society of spectacle” whereby “all that once was directly 
lived has become mere representation” (1995: 12). Or, as Augé suggested, the 
saturation of display images in public places, such as airports and supermarkets, has 
created uniform “non-places” (1995). Though raising important issues about the 
spread of information and communication technologies and commercialisation of 
public space, when confronted with empirical records of everyday realities, those 
viewpoints appear as overstated. As I report in Chapters 5-8, mediated urban spaces 
have become quotidian environments, where, as Silverstone (2002: 763) reminds us, 
mediation does not simply take over the everyday but “runs through that experiential 
world, dialectically engaged with it, eternally intertwined”. 
 
The proliferation of digital technologies in planning, design and communication 
infrastructure has, more recently, inspired yet another kind of argument, which is fed 
by utopian, rather than critical, views of ubiquitous computing as “an absolute 
disembedding from the material world” (Sassen, 2006: 488). This perspective has 
given way to theoretical imaginations of “liquid” cities (Novak, 1991), configured 
upon “space [that] does not separate structures, but is a field linking sites together” 
(Crang, 2000: 307, 308). It is assumed that in a “city of bits” people would happily 
live “freed from the constraints of physical space” (Mitchell, 1995: 115). These 
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(Robins, 1999: 34) where communication technologies would annihilate distance and 
create a “friction-free” environment, and forever relieve existing social divisions 
(Robins and Webster, 1999: 239-244). At the everyday level, however, things look 
much more complicated.  
 
The multicultural realities in global cities require a culture of interaction based on 
“differences and distances between strangers”, rather than avoidance in dismay at their 
difficulties (Robins and Webster, 1999: 250-251). Democracy is to be rehearsed 
through “adversarial conflict” (ibid. 259), rather than “detachment and distance from 
the confusing reality of the urban scene” (Robins, 1999: 49). On the other hand, the 
operation of information technologies themselves also requires “meaningful contexts” 
(McCullough, 2004: 47). Mapping tools, such as the GPS and “geo-data” 
technologies, must read operational sensors distributed on the physical ground (ibid. 
105),
11 as much as computer systems that connect thousands of buildings of 
multinational corporations across the world require locations with “multiple material 
conditions” for establishing connections (Sassen, 2006: 492). Castells, in that sense, 
suggests that “materially speaking, the space of flows is folded into the space of 
places” (2007: 444, 445). In turn, “whatever our desire for “sense of place”, we seem 
destined to get “places with sense”” (McCullough, 2004: 172).  
 
To conclude, “cities are from the start mediated as well as mediating machines, and 
media always already co-construct urban settings” (Fornäs, 2006: 9, my emphasis). 
While the postmodernist critique reminds us of Marx and Engels’ 1848  comment, that 
with the development of capitalist societies, “all that is solid melts into the air” (2005), 
we must also keep in mind that “people still stretch for solid ground” (Gitlin, 2001: 
127), where social life continues. This is particularly the case with the heterogeneous 
appearances of “ambient” screens.  
 
2.3 “Ambient” Screens 
McCarthy’s pioneering study of “out-of-home” screens “Ambient Television” 
investigated some of the “conventional relationships between screen and space in 
                                                 
11 See Tuters and Varnelis (2006), McCullough (2006) and Lemos (2008) on the so-called “locative 
media”. 
  41diverse public settings” (2001: 118). McCarthy reports about different forms of use of 
television sets in a variety of American semi-public places, such as bars, shopping 
malls, airports, and waiting rooms. What connects these cases is that ambient 
television is “site-specific”
12: it is designed and/or positioned in relation to the 
particular spatial and social dimensions of the locale (ibid. 3). Although it seemingly 
‘fuses’ with the surroundings, so that it can be difficult to be immediately 
distinguished from them, ambient television also operates as a distinctly suggestive 
image interface. Like the household television, ambient television is at once “a source 
of images from elsewhere … [and] a physical object in social space” (ibid. 14-15). 
  
The ‘ambience’ of ambient television reveals itself in complex combinations of a) 
spatial configurations of particular sites (distributions of objects and bodies), b) 
institutional appropriations of screens (positioning screens next to cues and on the 
shelves), and c) standard television grammar of expression (such as live broadcast 
programme, loops of pre-recorded videos, and still images). McCarthy’s cartography 
of the institutional use of television screens essentially instructs us that the “[d]iverse 
site-specific practices of television” can make evident the “ability [of television] both 
to position people in physical locations and to render visible the entwined domains of 
contest, control, and consumption that define such places” (ibid. 3). While 
McCarthy’s finding that the presence of screens in public spaces can signal how those 
spaces are being constructed and negotiated is useful, the focus of my study 
necessitates a rethinking of her rationale.  
 
McCarthy’s starting point is that “the quotidian geography of TV in public is 
composed of sites where commerce and bureaucracy, purpose and drift, routine and 
event interweave” (ibid. 1), which is correct but insufficient in the context of this 
study. She takes into account more or less ‘enclosed’ semi-public places, where she 
finds “ambient television” to be central in “shaping public and private space” (ibid. 
117). Urban screens are situated in the space “between buildings” (Solnit, 2002: 175), 
where more diverse actors come into play. In urban space passers-by’s attention can 
shift across a “complex” diversity of situational elements (Hamilton, 2002: 100; cf. 
Moore, 1987; Rapoport, 1987), such as the variety of uses (“soliciting, cruising, 
                                                 
12 The term ‘site-specificity’ refers to installation art formulated through reflection on the site of its 
exhibition. See Kwon (2004) and Kaye (2000). 
  42promenading, shopping, rioting, skulking, loitering, and other”, Solnit, 2002: 173-
174), and atmospheric conditions. One other point merits clarification: the status and 
position of the screen in public space. 
 
McCarthy’s interest was in “what the TV set does outside the home – what social acts 
it performs, or is roped into … and which subjects it silences or alternatively gives a 
voice” (2001: 1, my emphasis). While I find these connections important in 
investigating contemporary television cultures, I am wary of seeing the urban screen 
simply, or singularly, as “an object around which a number of everyday human 
activities are focussed: not only viewing but also eating, drinking, exercising, waiting, 
reading, and many other routine aspects of daily life besides” (ibid. 225). As I will 
suggest later, many other routines in public space, especially walking, remain related 
to the presence of a screen less obviously and directly. McCarthy, on the other hand, 
usefully draws our attention to how institutional spatial organisation might attempt to 
invite passers-by’s glances, especially in the spaces designed for waiting. 
 
As McCarthy documents, advertisers sought to solve the problem of home 
spectatorship (the viewers’ possibility to “zap” messages with remote controls or 
power switches) by placing television sets in waiting rooms, where remote controls 
are unavailable (ibid. 99). The “lack of competitive separation” in remote control-less 
zones of “ambient television” has given advertisers reasons to celebrate audiences’ 
“captivity” and to imagine audiences as “immobilized by necessity within a particular 
place for a particular amount of time” (ibid. 99, 100). As television sets featuring 
continuous news broadcast and promotional videos have been incorporated into the 
spaces of waiting, commentators condemned “ambient television” by questioning 
“whose body, and whose free time, is being sold to the sponsor” (ibid. 110, original 
emphases). However, McCarthy considers resistance merely as “media activism”: 
protest to the airport or shop managers about “an offence against the individual” (ibid. 
109). The problem with this view of outdoor spectatorship is that it assumes a rather 
helpless viewer and ignores the possibility for myriad subtler tactics of resistance (cf. 
de Certeau, 1984), which may include the equally relevant turn of the head away 
from, or attentive gaze towards, the screen in an escapist appropriation. 
 
  43As I will illustrate later, passers-by routinely resist the screens’ invitations to 
communication alongside interacting with other objects and people, and often barely 
notice screens in familiar spaces. Conclusively, I draw on Morris’ call, informed by de 
Certeau (1984), to avoid “any move to predetermine the kind … of spatial (reading, 
walking) practices deemed “appropriate” to particular places” (1988: 37). Practices 
can evolve “in ways, in directions, and at velocities as various as any street” (ibid.). 
Before exploring the passers-by’s practices in the ensuing chapters, in the remainder 
of this chapter I examine the most useful ways of understanding some of the common 
spatial properties of urban screens, in relation to which interaction itself also happens 
as a site-specific activity.  
 
2.4 Understanding Urban Screens 
In the following three sub-sections I expand on the points made so far. With further 
reference to specialised literature in architecture and cultural theory, I take an ‘eye-
level’ approach to urban screens, and explore them both as distinct visual elements 
and indivisible items in plural structural assemblages, as sources of light, and as 
objects visible from many but viewable from particular positions.  
 
2.4.1 Singular Objects in Plural Structures 
Although discussing urban screens implies exploring singular objects, in this section I 
want to consider the implications of the fact that urban screens rarely appear in 
isolation from other elements of urban inventories. Urban screens, like other media 
technologies, comprise part of broader “media ensemble[s]”, whereby particular 
technologies are encountered “conjuncturally” with others (Bausinger, 1984: 349, 
346). Sadin’s recent travelogues across world megalopolises suggest, identically, that 
an urban screen “is rarely isolated and is almost always displayed inside a larger 
ensemble [of technologies] … according to an almost uninterrupted continuum” 
(2007: 68-70; cf. McCarthy, 2001: 119-121; Bouman, 1998a: 55; Bullivant, 2002). 
From that point of view, I am interested in the environmental character of urban 
screens, as objects that form part of everyday spaces. 
 
With a similar vocabulary, McLuhan famously asserted that “new media are not 
bridges between man and nature: they are nature” (1969: 14). In other words, media’s 
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According to Lister et al. (2002: 89), contemporary media ubiquity marks the 
“elevation of the media above the message”. To take the case of electric light, “in 
light-based media, light does not simply illuminate existing scenes; it creates them” 
(Schivelbusch, 1995: 220). It is, in that respect, true that, as McLuhan asserted, “a 
light bulb creates an environment by its mere presence” (2001: 8). However, 
McLuhan’s ‘media-as-environment’ rationale causally links “the way media work as 
environments” and broader social “change” (McLuhan and Fiore, 1967: 26). 
McLuhan’s technological determinist approach sees media as autonomous agents (cf. 
Williams, 1990), implying that users are somehow devoid of agency. If urban vistas 
can change with the pedestrian use of mobile phone, laptop and other personal media 
screens (cf. Fig. 7), we must complement the media-as-environment premise with the 
media-in-environment assumption.  
 
The singular-and-plural perspective that I advocate brings us to Debray’s famous 
proposition to examine media in their “technology-culture interactions” as 
“intermediary procedures” that are “at once technological, cultural and social” (1996: 
12, 17).
13 Debray gives attention to technologies, but also to texts, as well as broader 
power relations involved in media communications (ibid. 18). However, it might 
potentially be an unending project to investigate all these aspects exhaustively. 
Debray’s proposal requires studying wholesomely “the mediasphere, or middle 
ground, setting or environment [milieu] of the transmission and carrying [transport] of 
messages and people” (ibid. 26, original emphases, original insertions). I find 
Debray’s idea of the “middle ground” useful, though via a different perspective.                                 
 
If we agree that a medium is “something that is intermediate between two qualities or 
degrees” (Nead, 2007: 1), or, more rigorously, that media of communication are 
“spaces of action [designed] for constructed attempts to connect what is separated” 
(Zielinski, 2006: 7), we might be able to examine urban screens as media technologies 
without denying their environmental embedded-ness. In that sense, we must give more 
attention to environmental contexts in relation to which designers develop screens. 
Designers increasingly draw on forms with which passers-by at particular locations 
are assumed to be most “familiar”, such as framed panels encasing public transport 
                                                 
13 See Vandenberghe (2007) for a comprehensive overview of Debray’s ethos. 
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McCullough, 2004). Environment is also reflected in the contents.  
 
Urban screens such as “media façades” can be “interactive”, “autoactive” and 
“reactive” (ag4, 2006; Tscherteu, 2008). These different forms of managing the 
contents relate to the changing environmental conditions. ‘Interactivity’ refers to 
instant projections of up-to-date contents, such as news; ‘autoactivity’ allows 
automated image generation harmonised with sunset and sunrise (see Chapter 7); 
whilst in the ‘reactivity’ mode images “mirror” the immediate weather or traffic 
conditions, as ‘read’ by sensors (ag4, 2006: 20, 70, 108; Tescherteu, 2008). In these 
cases the surroundings inform what the façade is showing. At the same time, designers 
avoid integrating a screen so well that it becomes indistinguishable from the milieu, 
and seek to ensure that the screen ‘stands out’ perceptually. In differentiating the 
screen from the environment, designers draw on a principle related to using artificial 
light, dating back in the 19
th century: creating background. 
 
As Schivelbusch documents, experiments with varying strengths of light in designing 
the stage in theatres found that “the more brightly a picture is lit and the darker the 
position from which it is observed, the more distinct it appears” (1995: 206). Trying to 
find ways to invite viewers to interact more with the stage than with each other during 
a performance, theatres sought to transform the auditorium from “a social place … 
into a mystical one” (ibid. 206, 210). For that purpose, the auditorium was darkened 
and the stage was lit. The assumption was that “the power of artificial light to create 
its own reality only reveals itself in darkness” (ibid. 221). Accordingly, urban screens 
may attract more pedestrian attention when positioned against dark surroundings or 
when delineated with a black frame. As Venturi et al. (1977: 52) remind us, a screen 
“works as a polychrome sculpture in the sun and as black silhouette against the sun; at 
night it becomes the source of light”. Thus, an urban screen is discerned in relation to 
its background, of which it materially forms part.  
 
The fact that urban screens now appear as shining “bright, brighter than ordinary 
reality” (Gitlin, 2001: 20) takes us back again in history to the era of the 
industrialisation of electric light. In the following section I argue that an urban screen 
takes up, not only the space where it is installed, but also the broader space occupied 
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illumination.  
 
2.4.2 Luminous Surfaces 
When the architects Venturi et al. (1977) set off to explore the imagistic architecture 
of Las Vegas, they faced the problem of mapping the technologically-mediated 
territories faithfully. Standard architectural techniques of representation appeared 
“static where [the city] is dynamic, contained where it is open, two-dimensional where 
it is three-dimensional” (1977: 75-76). Seeking ways to ‘map’ “intensity”, the 
researchers, in the end, drew “archetypal … rather than specific buildings” (ibid.). 
They found that signs ‘flood’ the space of Las Vegas, but not without order. Large 
neon screens are positioned next to roads and scaled less to the actual buildings they 
announce, and more to the vast distances at which the car drivers are assumed to be 
noticing them (far before reaching the actual buildings) (ibid. 8). From that 
perspective, Las Vegas’ screen architecture is held to be “antispatial”, because 
“communication dominates space” (ibid.). I would, conversely, assume that 
architecture containing urban screens is spatial, but in a double sense: in terms of 
space that screens take up materially, as built instalments, and in terms of space they 
occupy immaterially, with their luminous ‘spillage’ on the environment. Urban 
screens encompass not only the light-emanating surface but also the reflective 
surfaces around them. 
 
Light, fundamentally, “is only visible when reflected by objects” (Hillis, 1999: 34). In 
essence, since the Enlightenment’s embrace of the Platonic standpoint that “nothing is 
self-evident, including truth”, light has been regarded in different cultures as a 
metaphor of “transcendence, the good, truth, and power” (ibid.; Smith, 2003: 121). 
Since “[light] is not of the matter it reveals”, but is an intermediary agent, “like space, 
light articulates relations between this and that, here and there” (Hillis, 1999: 34, 
original emphasis; cf. Bille and Sørensen, 2007). By taking into account both lux, “our 
psychological experience of light”, and lumen, the “radiance passing through and 
illuminating space” (Hillis, 1999: 36), we can study what the light coming from urban 
screens says about local spatial dynamics. Consider the following. 
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daylight coming from the exit of the LU foyer (seen on the left half) because it is 
located around a shielded corner and is facing away from the light source.   
 
Fig. 3: Perspectives 1 
 
The ‘phantom’ light (Fig. 4) comes from a set of advertisement screens (Fig. 5) placed 
opposite the panel. The screens present images with such excessive light that the panel 
on the opposite side itself becomes a screen-reflector. The two sources of light 
(natural and artificial) add up to the visibility of the space, jointly illuminating its 
darkened corners.       
         
Fig. 4: Perspectives 2                                                        Fig. 5: Perspectives 3 
 
Thus, urban screens not only inform or advertise – but also, more essentially, ‘glow’, 
shedding light on the surrounding surfaces, by consequence of being electrically 
‘fuelled’. I suggest contextualising this approach to urban screens with a historical 
perspective.  
 
As Tanizaki documents, ancient Japanese nobility and religious authorities used to 
cover the entrances of buildings with gold. The material was chosen “not [for] mere 
extravagance”, but for its screening effects (2001: 36). In such cases “the gold leaf of 
a sliding door or screen will pick up a distant glimmer from the garden … [and] light 
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architecture also needed sunlight in order to be seen. As soon as darkness fell it … 
vanished, cloaked in shadows” (1998a: 63). Pawley takes the case of gothic stained 
glass church windows to suggest that the thick walls were built not so much to carry 
the building as much as to carry the tall, wide windows, which “ceased to be simple 
penetrations designed to admit light, but became instead complex translucent 
coloured-image screens” (1990: 115).  
 
Fig. 6: Gothic church windows 
 
The stained windows were used to tell the Bible’s stories, turning the churches into 
“public information buildings” (ibid. 119), long before the contemporary displays had 
been praised for their historic innovations in providing the same.
14  
 
Thus, different contexts offer different ways to think about similar kinds of practice; 
once it was solely the management of natural light, and later, in addition, of artificial 
light. Since the late 19
th century, urban planners have been fascinated with directing 
electric lights at large reflective surfaces of concrete façades, and deploying them in 
“the game of light and shadow” (Thomsen, 1996a: 104-105; Ackerman, 2006). In the 
forms such as “floodlights”, “outline lighting”, and “kinetic light” (Ackerman, 2006: 
12-13; cf. Ackermann and Neumann, 2006), electric light “defines, cuts out, [and] 
creates spaces with immaterial walls” (Thomsen, 1996b: 115). With the widespread 
use of electric light, the modern city grew into an “electropolis … characterized by the 
interpenetration of material and immaterial spatial regimes” (McQuire, 2008: 122).  
 
To summarise, exploring urban screens as technologies and texts requires us to 
consider the sub-textual medium of light that carries the messages, as one important 
site-specific contextual element. Understanding urban screens three-dimensionally, by 
                                                 
14 See also Caspray (2009: 67-68). 
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reflect it (and accidentally reinforce the significance of the source), and which remain 
darkened, thus hidden from view (Fig. 7). Though streetlights are typically the kinds 
of technologies “designed to function in the background” (Ihde, 1990: 108), urban 
screens are designed to attract attention, but, as I will illustrate in Chapters 5-8, can 
also remain in the background of passers-by’s attention. 
 
Fig. 7: Urban visibilities 
 
In the following section I consider the spatiality of urban screens and the ways in 
which they address passers-by in the eventful space of the streets.  
 
2.4.3 Positioning Screens: Transience, Proximity and Distance 
In this section I offer a response to McCarthy’s (2001) call to explore what the screens 
‘do’ to invite the attention of mobile subjects. On the one hand, we can try to identify 
urban screens in the “cultural circuit” of “producers, consumers and the 
communicative forms” (du Gay et al., 1997). From that perspective, “broadcasting” is, 
broadly, considered “an institution of cultural production” (Moores, 2000: 12; cf. Ang, 
1996: 21-26). However, passing through urban spaces often means encountering a 
wide range of screens, operated not by one but a variety of institutions (advertising, 
architecture, public authorities, etc.),
15 which renders the “cultural circuit” paradigm 
inadequate. On the other hand, although they now reside in public space, urban 
screens do not belong to the “infrastructural requirements” of the streets, such as 
electricity, water and gas supply (Fuller, 2005: 90). In those cases, “the kinds of 
behavior expected of inhabitants or users of a premises on the street” can be ‘pre-
calculated’ by standard bureaucratic procedures (ibid.).  
                                                 
15 Janet Harbord, from a lecture “Screen Cultures: Introduction”, Goldsmiths College, January 2007. 
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of “screenness” as “something that calls for or grabs our attention” (2006: 64). My 
earlier emphasis on the luminous appearances of screens is in agreement with this 
view of their “ontological significance beyond the mere content of their surfaces” 
(ibid. 70). If interaction happens when a passer-by responds to the screen, the situation 
of encounter is, broadly speaking, a form of “interpellation” or “hailing” of a passer-
by (Althusser, 1971: 170-183). Analogous with how ideology appears to include 
members of society in its operations, “hailing” happens “along the lines of the most 
commonplace police (or other) hailing: ‘Hey, you there!’” (ibid. 174). A returned gaze 
forms interaction, which exists as a “social situation” of communication (Vološinov, 
1973: 85). To understand interaction as part of street situations, we need to consider 
how urban screens address passers-by in public urban space. 
 
Media studies have explored the ways in which specific media, particularly cinema 
and television, have developed particular modes of address. While the film viewer is 
assumed to be a voyeuristic spectator who attends “the single event of film 
performance” in the darkened cinematic space (Ellis, 1982: 24; Harbord, 2002), the 
television viewer is “position[ed]” as relatively “uninvolved in the events portrayed” 
(Ellis, 1982: 169-170). A television programme is configured as “an institutional eye 
which looks to the world on behalf of the viewers” (Ang, 1996: 23). Producers assume 
television viewers have very little sustained attention, because they are simultaneously 
involved in the social life of their household (Ellis, 1982: 24). In that sense, incidental 
interaction with screens in the street shares more with television viewing in the 
household, where one, similarly, “glances rather than gazes at the screen” (ibid.). 
However, in both household and cinema, the viewers are addressed as having – if less 
so in the former case – some material means (clicking the remote control, purchasing 
the ticket) of choosing to be addressed. Designers of urban screens imagine interaction 
essentially as a series of encounters. 
 
Urban screens feature images continuously, irrespective of the passers-by’s changing 
presences and attention. This is not to say that designers ignore that passers-by are 
mobile and relatively inattentive. On the contrary, designers assume that interaction 
happens while moving through (see Chapter 5) and that passers-by will feel more 
attracted to interact if they encounter a steady flow of images, rather than a narrative 
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see ending (Kronhagel, 2006: 166; ag4, 2006: 108). In other words, the time is always 
right to look, but only as long as it takes to pass by. Passing by is imagined to be 
continuous and transient (those who pause and gaze, find the screen dull and 
annoying, see Chapters 5 and 8). However, designers also take into account the fact 
that people pass by screens in a variety of directions, and that communication only 
happens when a passer-by looks back.  
 
Thus, a surface occupied by an urban screen is different from other kinds of surfaces 
in that it is “oriented toward an addressee” (Vološinov, 1973: 85, original emphasis). 
Designers strategically position screens against the presumed flow of movement (e.g. 
the screen in Old Street faces a footway, while the screen in Zadar is at the level at 
which the sunset is watched). Screens cover available surfaces,
16 whereby larger 
interfaces are positioned in wider spaces, and vice versa. Large media façades are 
placed in spaces like squares and promenades, and small posters in spaces like bus 
stops and escalators. In both cases, designers cope with the fact that screens in urban 
space are visible from a variety of positions, but are only viewable at particular (site-
specific) distances: neither too far nor too close.  
 
The “transparent media façade” (Müller, 2006: 4) gives the illusion of moving images 
only when seen from a certain distance (Fig. 8). In technical terms, “the bigger … the 
pixels, the farther away one has to be from the picture in order not only to see single 
dots, but to recognise a meaningful overall picture” (Tscherteu, 2008: 7). 
 
Fig. 8: LED media façade (“T-Mobile” building, Bonn, Germany) 
(Sources: http://www.medienfassade.com/uploads/pics/mediamesh_vorteile_02.jpg and 
http://www.medienfassade.com/bespielung_autoaktiv.html?&L=1) 
 
                                                 
16 For instance, according to Cronin, outdoor advertising conceives of urban space mainly as “the 
support surface or medium for moments of visual contact with potential consumers” (2010: 26). 
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allows buildings to “move” (while standing still) (Multimediafacade, 2008; Fig. 9), 
the logic of presentation seems to be based on a much older principle. Medieval stone 
art (mosaic) also constructed images with coloured pieces (Fig. 10).  
 
 




Fig. 10: Roman girl (Gaea) mosaic 
(Source: http://www-tc.pbs.org/wgbh/nova/zeugma/images/mosa_gypsygirl.jpg) 
 
Contemporary media façades employ bulbs instead. The pieces of mosaic are, in the 
case of media façades, ‘electrified’, and images can be changed without removing 
individual pieces. In both cases, an assemblage of elements gives an impression of a 
coherent image when viewed from a sufficient distance. Urban screens are, from that 
perspective, a re-mediated version of stone mosaics. As Bolter and Grusin (2000) 
suggest, the developments of ‘new’ media technologies are driven by the aim of 
enhancing the sense of immediacy (unapparent mediation). Tracing the re-mediation 
of early stone mosaics into the changing (“moving”) images of contemporary media 
façades has helped us understand the spatiality of how urban screens address passers-
by: large displays can only be positioned in the spaces where passers-by can take 
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17 One other kind of distancing allows the lit image to 
be not merely visible but also viewable: the distancing between the background light 
and the text.  
 
As presented on Fig. 11, while electric light makes the image visible, the poster makes 
the image readable, by covering the electric light. The image is made readable 
through a “separation between hardware and software” (Huhtamo, 2009: 17).
18  
 
Fig. 11: Raw light and covered light 
 
This perceptual trick briefly takes us back to the history of the industrialisation of 
artificial light. As Schivelbusch alleges, “the technical qualities of gas lighting and its 
impact on perceptions can be summed up in a single word: distance” (1995: 44). The 
first flames were so strong that they had to be covered, while maintaining the visibility 
of light. With the invention of lampshades, mere light was given the meaning of “raw 
material that had to be refined by the lampshade before it could be admitted into the 
drawing-room” (ibid. 174). As the lampshade gradually took the role of light source, 
“it was not [any more] the flame that glowed, but the lamp shade, which allowed an 
amorphous, diffuse light to filter through” (ibid. 44). Shop owners kept perfecting the 
system of lampshades until “the source of light itself disappear[ed] from the view [of 
the shop window]” (ibid. 148). The ‘vanishing’ of the light source rendered the 
technological manufacture of light less apparent, and the mediated visibility of space 
seamless. To summarise, urban screens are not only media and communication 
technologies; they are also distinct visual elements (subsidiary sources of public 
                                                 
17 Chris Berry, personal communication, November 2008, Goldsmiths College, London. 
18 The contemporary visibility of screens is, obviously, defined by exclusive occupation of space. This 
feature of urban screens is configured not only by the technological requirement (electrical supply) but 
also by the “institutionalisation” of outdoor advertising in the 19
th century, which prohibited earlier 
practices of placing new posters over old ones “[l]ayer upon layer” (Huhtamo, 2009: 17-19). 
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illumination), positioned in plural urban structures and spaces where passers-by are 
assumed to be moving, and designed for inviting passing attention. 
 
2.5 Conclusion 
In this chapter I contextualised contemporary urban screens with broader reference to 
the use of information and communication technologies in modern cities by a variety 
of actors (urban planners, architects, advertisers and artists) in their efforts to create, 
manage and interrogate urban space. I suggested that the modern city is, through 
perpetual continuity and change, (re)mediated as a dynamic visual field. Screens share 
with other ‘older’ forms of lighting the use of artificial light, and with stone mosaics, 
the fragmented (‘dotted’) layout of images. While urban screens are positioned where 
passers-by are assumed to be looking, and show images continuously, they are 
viewable from particular positions and distances, at which the electric manufacture of 
the display is concealed from view. While urban screens as media technologies are 
distinct from other urban inventory, screens are built into urban structures. Images of 
other spaces are featured on screen surfaces, designed with a strong sense of the 
material space in which they are situated. In a study of encounters with urban screens, 
we are interested in how people interact with both the actual and the spaces 
represented. In the following chapter, I examine the most useful conceptual 
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  563.1 Introduction 
[The] sense of captivity and immobility sparked public antagonisms to place-
based media [in the waiting areas]; one reluctant viewer of the Airport 
Network told an interviewer, “it’s worse than the grocery stores … because 
you have to sit there for hours and there’s no way to get away from it”. 
(McCarthy, 2001: 100, cf. Campbell, 1997) 
 
[Media] do not bind unwilling victims in their coils. We are regaled by 
choices. Everywhere we look we are offered an index, an inventory, a menu, a 
guide. The media are not only performances but promises. We return for more. 
(Gitlin, 2001: 8) 
 
The stark contradiction between the claims quoted above demonstrates that behind the 
taken-for-granted figure of ‘media user’ in public space there is a subject which is, in 
fact, still profoundly unknown. On the other hand, common conceptions of urban 
experience largely rely on the theoretical inheritance from the time when the swiftly 
developing urban space was new. Early 20
th century writers responded to the excess of 
stimuli through concepts such as Baudelaire’s flâneur (Benjamin, 1999a) and the 
protective blasé attitude of the “metropolitan type” (Simmel, 2002: 12). Those ideas 
can still tell us something about the nature of urban experience: almost a century later, 
personal stereo users speak of “shielding” themselves, as if in “invisible bubbles” 
(Bull, 2000). But if urban experience includes myriad different forms of situational 
encounters with corporeal and mediated others, and is spatially configured, could the 
implied continuity of protection against urban sensations suffice to explain 
interactions with urban screens? On the other hand, if urban screens are part of the 
wealth of media technologies that overwhelm contemporary everyday life, could 
interactions with urban screens be satisfactorily described merely as the work of 
‘outdoor media audiences’?  
 
One of the central complications in studying everyday encounters with urban screens 
is in that urban screens are not only media technologies, and their messages are not 
only imagistic components of urban vistas. Urban screens are also part of physical 
urban inventory, which, again, refers to a special kind of objects, formulated through 
forms familiar elsewhere, such as household television sets, computers, laptops and 
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promoted on the basis of choice with which the user is allegedly endowed (Ang, 
1996), we must consider how the lack of remote controls and power switches for 
urban screens is possibly compensated.  
 
In this chapter I seek potential contributions to our understanding of passers-by’s 
practices from, first, modernist accounts about urban experience such as Benjamin’s 
(1999a) and Simmel’s (2002). I then consider Goffman’s interactionist concept of the 
pedestrian “vehicular units” (1972) and Bull’s studies of personal stereo users (2000). 
Drawing on those accounts, I will propose to study encounters with screens as part of 
passers-by’s interactions with the environment. In that respect, I will find de Certeau’s 
(1984) concept of city walkers’ tactical resistance to strategic spatial arrangements of 
urban space especially useful. Lastly, I discuss theories about social uses and 
domestication of media. Although aware of the fact that now “you’ve got to theorise 
the non-domestic viewing of television” as well (Morley, 2006: 57; cf. Moores, 2003: 
14), media and cultural studies have largely remained silent about the passers-by’s 
incidental encounters with urban screens. The disciplines have, however, usefully 
outlined “transaction” practices (Silverstone et al., 1992) that households carry out 
with the world beyond doorstep in consuming media technologies and messages, as 
well as “social uses of television” amongst the household’s members (Lull, 1990). If 
an encounter with a screen in the city is a social situation, I will argue that the 
negotiated encounters operate as micro-transactions, in which the screen ‘hails’ 
(Althusser, 1971) and the passer-by responds to the address, by making use of the 
screen and negotiating it as a familiar object.  
 
3.2 In the City, Now and Then 
Simmel’s “psychologism” of modernity (Frisby, 2002: xxii; 1985: 38) reflected on the 
pedestrian experience of the developing urban space in the early 20
th century as series 
of sustained stimulations felt amidst tall buildings and dense traffic (a view Fritz Lang 
notably illustrated in his 1927 dystopian film “Metropolis”). The modern city emerged 
as a space of “the rapid telescoping of changing images, [which] pronounced 
differences within what is grasped at a single glance, and the unexpectedness of 
violent stimuli” (Simmel, 2002: 11). Analysing such context, Simmel presents us with 
a modern subject whose “fundamental motive [is] … the resistance … to being 
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“metropolitan individuality” arises from a “continuous shift of external and internal 
stimuli” (ibid.).  
 
In contrast to living in a rural environment, “with the slower, more habitual, more 
smoothly flowing rhythm”, the citizen of the metropolis was said to face frequent 
changes in their surroundings “with every crossing of the street, with the tempo and 
multiplicity of economic, occupational and social life” (Simmel, 2002: 11-12). In the 
environment to which Simmel referred, as Gitlin (2001: 46) reminds us, there was a 
wide palette of attention seeking stimuli coming from: 
the posters and billboards conspicuously adorning the walls and vacant lots … 
the imagistic advertisements, the shop windows with their mannequins, the 
fabulous electrified signs and department store displays, the multiple sources 
of light and shades of colour, the halftones and lithographs swarming through 
newspapers and magazines, all meant to be quickly superseded by new, often 
gaudier, and more elaborate versions.  
In Simmel’s view, everyday confrontation with urban stimuli engendered a 
“protective organ for itself against the profound disruption with which the fluctuations 
and discontinuities of the external milieu threaten it” (2002: 12). In turn, excessive 
nerve-response activities produced “an incapacity to react to new stimulations with the 
required amount of energy”, namely, the “blasé outlook” (ibid. 14).
19 The experiential 
distancing from the surroundings emerged as a kind of self-defence, “a sphere of 
mental activity which is least sensitive and which is furthest removed from the depths 
of the personality” (ibid. 12). Before assessing the contribution of Simmel’s concept 
to our discussion, I want to extend my consideration of the modern passer-by with one 
other important input, which comes from the writings of Benjamin. 
  
The modern urban upheaval and the development of mechanistic means of transport 
and communication brought the pre-modern and modern experiences of continuity and 
its fragmentation into sharp relief (Giddens, 1990). It is in this context that one of 
Benjamin’s central concerns is to be understood: the problem of relating fleeting 
experiences with lasting memory. Discussing the fate of the Bergsonian “mémoire 
                                                 
19 Sennett (1977: 27) later considered the passer-by’s “invisible shield[s]” as part of a distinct line of 
critique of communitarian apathy, rather than stimuli-provoked blasé.  
  59pure” and the Proustian “mémoire involuntaire” in the urban context, Benjamin 
distinguished between the Erfahrung, the “long experience over time”, and Erlebnis, 
the “experience of the moment” (1999a: 154-159). According to Benjamin, the 
experience of the sensational city should be preserved in Erlebnis (“something lived 
through”), in order to have the Erfahrung protected from the excessive “shocks” 
(ibid.). In other words, “the more readily consciousness registers these shocks, the less 
likely are they to have a traumatic effect” (ibid. 157, 190).
20 The everyday labour of 
processing urban “shocks” was in the 1930s, in Benjamin’s view, “the price for which 
the sensation of the modern age may be had” (ibid. 190, 159). In turn, since “there is 
no daydreaming surrender to faraway things in the protective eye” (ibid. 187), the 
blasé attitude was complemented with the flâneur figure. 
 
Although now understood generally as a “transitionary phenomenon threatened by the 
masses and commoditization of production” (Frisby, 1985: 251), the flâneur originally 
emerged in Baudelaire’s (1995) analysis of Parisian bourgeoisie, through his 
particular reading of Poe’s “Man of the Crowd” (2002). Poe’s stroller sets off to 
explore the growing London on foot, since it was, in its totality, harder and harder to 
be imagined from a single pedestrian perspective (Coverley, 2006: 60-61). Baudelaire 
relocated Poe’s Londoner to Paris, to cater for a critique of ‘Haussmannisation’. As I 
discussed in Chapter 2, the pervasive reconstruction of Paris in the mid-19
th century, 
led by baron von Hassumann, introduced new hygiene, transport, security and leisure 
services, marking “a crucial threshold in modern urbanism” (McQuire, 2008: 34). 
More important for the birth of flâneur was the visual ordering of architecture, which 
paralleled the infrastructural tidy-up. To Haussmann, the views of Parisian medieval 
buildings and working class houses appeared as series of spatial discrepancies that 
required re-arranging. He envisaged an unswerving bourgeois city, ordered by clean 
and straight boulevards (ibid. 37; cf. Harvey, 2003: 100, Lefebvre, 1996a: 76-78).  
 
Baudelaire saw the crowded reconstructed spaces as “reservoir[s] of electric energy”, 
unimaginable in the former medieval city (Benjamin, 1999a: 171). In Haussmann’s 
Paris there was no alternative for the everyday stroller, the flâneur, other than to 
                                                 
20 Benjamin draws on Freud’s argument that “for a living organism protection against stimuli is an 
almost more important function than reception of stimuli” (1984: 299).  
  60immerse himself
21 in the city as an “aimless saunterer who … indiscriminately 
absorbed the spectacle of life that went on all around him” (Kracauer, 2002: 121). The 
flâneur responded to the urban redesign in playful strolls through the city (Benjamin, 
1999a: 168-169). While “rehearsing meetings as mis-meetings, as encounters without 
impact” (Bauman, 1996: 26), the flâneur “demanded elbow room” in the crowds, but 
was also “unwilling to forgo the life of a gentleman of leisure” (Benjamin, 1999a: 
169). Thus, the figure that emerged in a critical response to the rationally constructed 
modern city, in the end, could not survive it (Coverley, 2006: 65).  
 
The previously discussed postmodernist ethos of simulacra, according to Bauman, 
lends the flâneur a contemporary shelter. The proliferation of visual interfaces extends 
the image culture of the mall to the “telecity”, where “the ultimate freedom [of the 
flâneur] is screen directed … and called zapping” (Bauman, 1996: 27-28; cf. 
Featherstone, 1998). As I will suggest in Chapter 5, there is a continuing relevance of 
the idea of the flâneur-like pleasurable strolling, but in the context of interactions with 
urban screens, it has less to do with interrogating urban commodity cultures, and more 
with the experience of leisurely moving through familiar surroundings. London 
commentator Sinclair (1997: 75) asserts that there is no time for the flâneur’s 
reflective considerations any more: “we have moved into the age of the stalker; 
journeys made with intent … purposed hiking, not dawdling, nor browsing”. As Jenks 
put it, “[n]o longer stimulus-bombarded, the flâneur must shake off the blasé attitude”, 
and is now “an inter-constitutor of the people’s crowdlike-ness” (1995: 153, 155).  
 
The flâneur has also become “a household name of cultural analysis and the central 
figure of the modern city” (Bauman, 1996: 26), while the school of thought on urban 
modernity, initiated by Simmel’s studies, “has taken on a life of its own” (Nead, 2007: 
109). Both approaches to urban experience have come to dominate contemporary 
comments about mediated urban spaces whereby “the empirical facticity of the street 
is more often than not ignored or discounted” (Bull, 2000: 142). There is little interest 
in actually talking to passers-by about everyday practices, which is more surprising 
given the significance of the contextual turn in the audience research, which 
demonstrated the formative status of context in interactions. By contrast, there is only 
                                                 
21 For disputes over flâneur’s predominantly male figure and the morality of his conduct see Jenks 
(1995) and Coverley (2006: 72). 
  61speculation about passers-by as being either entirely distracted from or uncritically 
amazed with their mediated surroundings (McQuire, 2006; Auerbach, 2006; Nevárez, 
2006).  
 
Occasional accounts based on sporadic witness of encounters with experimental 
public screening events (Broeckmann, 2009; Shieck, 2009) launch many relevant 
questions, such as “[d]o we perceive the space by the content of the display?” (Shieck, 
2009: 243), and “what impact will the electronic screen have on the dynamics of the 
street, the self-proclaimed birthplace of modernism?” (McQuire, 2006). However, 
answers are sought in uncritically following the canonical critique and ascertaining 
that the contemporary urban space is an overwhelming forest of “stimuli” (Simmel, 
2002), “shocks” (Benjamin, 1999a), and commercial “spectacle” (Debord, 1995) 
where public cultures “decay” (Sennett, 1977, 1994). Interactions with urban screens 
are praised as an exciting alternative. Putting up urban screens holds a great potential, 
such writers tell us, for “a whole new behavioural context” (Yue, 2009: 272, my 
emphasis) of “new” forms of sociability (Dekker, 2009: 225; Shieck, 2009: 249, my 
emphasis), and for “revitalising public space” (Bounegru, 2009: 199; McQuire, 2009: 
57; Struppek, 2006, my emphasis). Though raising important issues about the 
democratic potential of interactions with media in public space, the ‘novelty’ is solely 
identified in the technological organisation of urban spaces (increasing number of 
urban screens), while the empirical issues of everyday life (which are seemingly at 
stake) are not considered. 
 
According to Nead, the difficulty is when the modernist thought is “adopted literally” 
(2007: 109).
22 We must take into account that – particularly in London, which was not 
forcefully ‘ordered’ as Paris was – “streets have a depth of time and social use; not 
only are they crowded and stressful, they are also places of stillness [and] amusement” 
(ibid. 110).
23 London, where most of this project’s research is situated, is, rather, “a 
field of multiple actors, trajectories, stories with their own energies—which may 
mingle in harmony, collide, even annihilate each other” (Massey, 2007: 22; cf. 
Weintraub, 1995). Crucially, mediated urban spaces are now a familiar environment. 
As Gitlin put it, “[the] unexpected takes place so frequently that it comes to be 
                                                 
22 As Said reminds us, “theory is a response to a specific social and historical situation of which an 
intellectual occasions a part” (1984: 237). 
23 See, for instance, Arkette’s (2004: 162-165) illustration of diverse soundscapes of London’s streets. 
  62expectable” (2001: 84). The sensational experience has become a learnt context, 
something that generations of people are now being ‘born into’ (ibid.). 
 
As I will document in Chapters 5-8, if the ideas of flâneurie and the blasé attitude can 
describe urban experience, they can now be useful less as absolute categorisations, 
and more as names for an otherwise broader variety of passers-by’s modes of 
interacting with urban space. Strolling through the contemporary mediated city takes 
much more nuanced forms then in the time of its inception: citizens now routinely 
switch across a range of attentive and inattentive walking. However, ‘shield 
perception’ did not fully disappear, but was reconfigured. In the following section I 




Bull’s analyses of personal stereo use in urban space suggest that passers-by still 
require “their own bubble[s]” (2004; 2000, 2007). City walkers from the late 20
th 
century onwards pursue those “bubbles” in form of an audio separation from urban 
stimuli, sought through using personal stereo technology. As McCarthy noticed, “we 
can shut our eyes but we cannot avert our ears (or at least … [not] without the help of 
a portable stereo)” (2001: 110). Implicit in manifold ways in Bull’s data is the 
citizens’ attempt to achieve “[a] re-prioriatization of forms of urban experience” 
(2000: 14). The production of “manageable sites of habitation” refers to the 
“aestheticization of experience”, and the management of both the inner stimuli 
(emotions and thoughts), and outer stimuli (the city noise of traffic and crowds) (ibid. 
2, 177, 43-53). Thus, we have reasons to assume that the ‘shield perception’ in the 
city, since the early stages of modern urban development, continues. However, if we 
attempt to relate Bull’s perspective to matters of encounters with screens, the status of 
the particular piece of technology in Bull’s analysis appears somewhat problematic. 
 
Bull suggests that the use of personal stereo in the city is best understood as “a 
technological sanctuary” made possible by “listening which erects a barrier between 
the subject and the exterior world” (2000: 157). My concern is with the nature of the 
“barrier”. I wonder whether moving through the situationally rich and spatially diverse 
                                                 
24 Term borrowed from Bull (2000: 189). 
  63urban space can ever allow one a separation of such wholesomeness as “sanctuary”. 
Urban subjects are always spatially ‘situated’. Rather than seeing the experiential 
‘bubble’ simply as an outcome of using a personal stereo, I understand the ‘bubble’ as 
an achievement of navigating familiar spaces pleasurably, whereby the use of personal 
stereo may provide one form of assistance.
25 Walking through the city is a dynamic 
activity and cannot ever be assumed to be done with full sensorial ‘stability’. We 
should be wary of homogenising the creativities of passers-by, especially those who 
do not use personal stereos. In Bull’s study, this was a result of his particular 
conceptual framework. 
 
Drawing on critical theory, Bull’s starting assumption is that “the technologically 
produced products of the culture industry, in all of its forms, become a substitute for 
the subject’s sense of the social, community or sense of place” (2000: 128, my 
emphasis). Bull draws on Sennett’s critique of modern urban spaces as environments 
of strangers where “each man possessed as a public right an invisible shield, a right to 
be left alone” (1977: 27), and Kracauer’s idea of “silent and lifeless” early radio 
listeners (1995: 333), to contrast “technological experience and unmediated forms of 
direct experience within urban spaces” (2000: 11, 148). When personal stereo users 
tune into the musical “technological experience” and tune out of “urban spaces”, 
where  are they (bodily, spatially, situationally)? My point is that reducing our 
accounts to single (auditory, technologically enabled) dimensions of experience risks 
de-spatialising the lived situations, and, in consequence, divorcing our understanding 
of media consumption from the contexts in which consumption is actually situated and 
negotiated. Although Bull acknowledges that “[s]ocial space is relational” (2007: 54), 
in his important studies we loose sight of the fact that urban space is not abstract, but 
eventful. Unexpected encounters with changes in familiar spaces can ‘injure’ the 
“sanctuary” and can make the preservation of “barriers” laborious.  
 
To clarify, passers-by seek stability in urban space not because it holds “the blank and 
numbing horror of the threat of chaos” (Silverstone, 1994: 16). Rather, urban space is 
used by “unrecognised producers, poets of their own acts, silent discoverers of their 
own paths”, pedestrians who “unforeseeabl[y]” ‘rework’ their surroundings with or 
                                                 
25 See also Morley for a historical perspective on such practices, whereby “individualisation of leisure 
pre-dates the invention of the Walkman” in forms such as “solitary reading” in public transport (2006: 
211, 218-220). 
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more attention to environmental experience in studying the use of technology, we can 
examine how interactions with urban screens reproduce and contest local social 
norms, such as exchanging gaze with unknown others.  
 
In Gitlin’s words, “we may ignore most of [the media messages in public spaces] … 
but  we must do the work of dispelling them” (2001: 14, my emphasis). 
Notwithstanding the fact that not everyone should be assumed to be “dispelling” the 
sensations at all times in all places equally, this study focusses precisely on the 
passers-by’s situational response to urban mediations. In the city streets, where one 
can frequently sense “clutter and cacophony”, focussing on one source of attention 
sidelines (but does not abolish) another (ibid. 119). This simple, if principally 
cognitive, act allows one to acquire “a willed myopia” (ibid.). Decisive short-
sightedness is one possible answer to one of the starting questions of this study: what 
do the passers-by do in response to the screen stimuli? Along that path, my search for 
the most useful concepts brings me to de Certeau’s concept of walker’s tactics. 
 
De Certeau’s theory of “the practice of everyday life” reads the “uses of space” as 
citizens’ “silent production” of intimate trajectories, created in opposition to the 
spatial arrangements of city planners (1984: xxi, xxii). Walkers are for de Certeau 
“ordinary practitioners of the city … whose bodies follow the thicks and thins of an 
urban “text” they write without being able to read it” (ibid. 93). They appropriate 
urban space by using its different elements in developing intimate spatial lineages 
which urban designers cannot decipher (ibid. 101).
26 Though “marginal”, these 
activities are nonetheless rich rehearsals “of the non-producers of culture, an activity 
that is unsigned, unreadable and unsymbolized … [but] is anything but passive” (ibid. 
xvii, xxii). De Certeau is interested, as is this study, in the actions of the “the ordinary 
man … a common hero, an ubiquitous character, walking in countless thousands on 
the street”, acting as “the other” to the city planners (preface; ibid. 37, my emphasis). 
Though criticised for a latent celebratory approach to practice, I find de Certeau’s 
theory useful precisely as a working conceptualisation of practical alterity, which he 
                                                 
26 De Certeau describes the creativity of using (by way of moving through) a variety of spatial forms by 
analogy to the use of literary forms in writing (1984: 134-135). See Massey’s critique of this “equation 
of representation and spatialisation” as a form of inappropriate “stabilisation” of space (2005: 26). 
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power” (Ahearne, 1995: 163, 188; cf. Buchanan, 2000: 89; Gardiner, 2000: 158, 164).  
 
De Certeau’s distinction between the passer-by and the city is based on his famous 
dichotomy of tactics and strategies. Put briefly, tactics subsume the citizens’ creative 
manoeuvres through the given spatial circumstances, which are created by 
institutions’ strategies. De Certeau specifies that “a strategy assumes a place that can 
be circumscribed as proper ( propre) and thus serve as the basis for generating 
relations with an exterior distinct from it”, while the tactic, not being able to occupy 
its own place, “is always on the watch for opportunities that must be seized “on the 
wing”” (1984: xix, original emphases). The tension between tactics and strategies is 
constant and dynamic, evolving from war-like battles wherein the former is the 
“weak” and the latter is the strong party (ibid. xix, 35-37). Focussing on the passers-
by’s tactically resistances to the screen-mediations that the institutions have 
strategically positioned in the passers-by’s everyday spaces, we need a clearer sense 
of the power ratio involved in the relations between strategies and tactics. 
 
De Certeau formed his standpoint on power through a critique of Foucault (1977), 
who famously argued that power is omnipresent by way of organising productive 
“disciplines” at all levels of social activity, which is “never in a position of exteriority 
in relation to power” (1978: 95). Stressing, against Foucault, that “[i]t is, in any case, 
impossible to reduce the functioning of a whole society to a single, dominant type of 
procedure” (1986: 188), de Certeau goes into another extreme, and conceptualises the 
tactic as “determined by the absence of power” and the strategy as “the postulation of 
power” (1984: 38, original emphasis). My assumption is that neither presence nor 
absence of power ever takes exclusive or absolute forms. As I aim to illustrate in 
Chapters 5-8, resistance does not merely take ‘empty’ space where power is absent, as 
de Certeau is implying (ibid. xiv), but it always runs in parallel to the operations of 
power. Passers-by tactically ‘work through’ the pre-given spatial arrangements. If 
appropriation is “afforded by particular occasion” (ibid. 37), I propose to study the 
“occasion” as the situation of conversation between the strategy and the tactic. The 
passer-by tactically responds to the strategically positioned screen, not in a moment of 
“absence of power” (ibid. 38), but, on the contrary, in the situation of co-presence (the 
tactic ‘talks back’ to the strategy). This connection necessitates one further 
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mediated city. 
 
Created by strategies, place “excludes the possibility of two things being in the same 
location” (1984: 117).
27 For de Certeau, “every “strategic” rationalization seeks … to 
distinguish its “own” place … from an “environment”” (ibid. 36; cf. ibid. xix). In a 
study of encounters with urban screens, de Certeau’s distinction is unhelpfully 
restrictive. I am more inclined to suggesting that in the encounter, the passer-by and 
the screen share space, in attempting to define place. The passer-by negotiates their 
spatial surrounding with the screen-mediation in view (this is why moving through 
technologically mediated urban spaces for the passers-by is laborious). Thus, while I 
incorporate in my research rationale de Certeau’s argument about the permanence and 
richness of tactics,
28 I will assume that in the situations of encounters there is an 
(uneven and unstable) coexistence of both micro and macro forces.  
 
Underlining the persistence of institutional attempts at prioritising the individual’s 
attention returns us briefly to our point of departure, to the “neurological conception 
of modernity” (Singer, 1995: 72, original emphasis; cf. Bennett, 2005: 89), developed 
by Simmel (2002) and Benjamin (1999a). As Crary documents, a wealth of early 
modernist laboratorial research was fascinated by studying exposure to multiple 
stimuli, a perceptual context closely related to the then developing urban 
environments (of fast-changing multi-directional sounds and lights) (1999: 13). Since 
attention focussed on a single source of sensation is predicated on ‘cutting out’ all 
others, attention was possible only in “distraction”, whereby “inattention” was 
identified as “a serious problem” (ibid. 1-2; cf. ibid. 13-14).
29 Distraction was, in turn, 
recognised not as disorder of any alleged state of “natural” attention, but itself as a 
cultural manufacture (Gitlin, 2001: 67). However, Crary is interested in whether the 
                                                 
27 The distinction more widely accepted in cultural theory (which I opt for) between geometrical space 
and experiential place (Cresswell, 2004: 38-39), in de Certeau’s discussion appears to be inverted. For 
de Certeau, strategies occupy place, while tactics inhabit space (space is a “practiced place”) (1984: 
117, 36, original emphasis). See also Cresswell (2004: 38-39). 
28 Though, as I pointed out earlier, often criticised for an overly optimistic approach, de Certeau’s 
theory has helped a number of studies of consumption to draw attention to an array of everyday 
practices of resistance. See, for instance, Fiske (1989a; 1989b), Silverstone (1989), and Poster (1992). 
29 Since Benjamin (1999b) inaugurated it in cultural theory, the idea of distraction has served a number 
of critical discussions about the capitalist everyday. See, for instance, Morse’s influential account on 
distraction in the form of “a partial loss of touch of the here and now” and “the inclusion of … 
elsewheres and elsewhens in the here and now”, examined in the cases of “the freeway, the mall and 
television” (1990: 193-195, original emphases). 
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means of “maintaining an orderly and productive world” (1999: 17; cf. ibid. 18-25, 
37). Having ascertained that resistance parallels the institutions’ attempts to arrange an 
“orderly” society, let me now consider the latter important element of Crary’s 
argument, productivity, from a different perspective.  
 
Contemporary urban environments are spaces where institutions encourage passers-by 
to use both ‘personal’ media (mobile phones, personal stereos) and also to interact 
with ‘public’ media (urban screens). The spread of information and communication 
technologies in both the spaces of work and leisure has been underscored by long-
standing Taylorist pressures to make all spheres of everyday life efficient (Spigel, 
2005; Morley, 2006; Allon, 2004; Moore, 2000: 102-105).
30 Spigel draws our 
attention to the creation of the so-called smart houses, equipped with arsenals of 
communication technologies that imbue the entire space of the household (kitchens, 
hallways, bathrooms), so that spending leisure time unproductively is minimised 
(2005: 412, 422).
31 Once imagined as a place of retreat from the spaces of work (in 
the “production-based economy” of the post-war era), home is now (in the 
“consumption-based service economy”) re-imagined as “a networked house”, which 
encourages users to both “communicate with the outside world and to speak to the 
home while away” (ibid. 412, 405). Communication technologies are being promoted 
as solutions to the demands of the contemporary everyday (furbished by those same 
industries), such as being constantly up to date with events in the mediated world 
(Morley, 2006: 250-264). Being always invited to interact, one is, in turn, “never 
allowed to simply ‘waste time’” (Spigel, 2005: 415), a tendency of what Castoriadis 
called the society’s “fantasy” pursuit of “total control”: “mastering all objects and all 
circumstances” (1985: 31). The implication for this study is that when interacting with 
media technologies available everywhere, “we increasingly experience being at home 
while in public and we also experience being in public while at home” (Spigel, 2005: 
414). 
                                                
 
 
30 As Marx contended in his discussion about the variable length of the workday, “the economy of 
labour … includes not only economy of the means of production, but also the avoidance of all useless 
labour” (1974: 496). See also Roberts (2006: 20-27). 
31 See also Colomina (1995), Haddon (2006a: 110-113), and Allon (2004: 261). 
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the complication in the case of urban mediations is in the fact that while personal 
media seem to be decreasing in size, urban screens are growing larger.
32 Media 
industries promote both personal media to pedestrians (with the promise of leisurely 
deployed connectivity to sources of useful information such as news and traffic), and 
urban screen technologies to the advertisers (with the promise of effectively 
addressing pedestrians). Advertisers themselves, as one executive told me (in a private 
communication), share the anxiety of realising that “it’s harder and harder to reach 
eople in the streets”, which is why “we need bigger, multiple screens”. The passers-
t “the computer is personal again”, the poster for a new “superfast” 
obile phone (displayed on a bus stop – a site of waiting) claims that “impatience is a 
virtue” (Fig. 13). 
 
p
by, as in the early modernity (Crary, 2001), are again assumed to be ‘distracted’.  
 
The paradoxes of commercial urban mediations can be read from the advertising 




Fig. 12: “Personal Computer” in a collective address 
 
                                                 
32 See also Huhtamo (2009: 20; 1990). 
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Fig. 13: Seeking attention and encouraging impatience 
 
If interactions with both the ‘personal’ and ‘public’ screen media make part of urban 
screen cultures, the conflicting institutions’ invitations to use both are, ultimately, self-
defeating, as attention continually switches from one to another.  
 
Pedestrians moving through as “wired agents, with mobile phones, laptops … 
perpetually occupied and ‘in touch’” (Spigel, 2005: 416), are targeted as “node[s]” of 
information exchange (McQuire, 2008: 140). The so-called “location based 
advertising” uses GPS (“global positioning system”) technologies (Kölmel and 
Alexakis, 2001; cf. Cronin, 2008: 101). The system picks up the signals from mobile 
phones to calculate one’s distance from different shops and send customised messages 
to mobile phones (ibid.). In turn, “the fully equipped nomad, seeking freedom of 
access at will, becomes freely accessible to other people’s wills” (Gitlin, 2001: 59). 
Urban space, however, remains heterogeneous, while interaction is contingent upon 
the circumstances of moving through. One important approach to studying such 
practices comes from the work of Goffman,
33 who brought the micro-situations of 
interaction to sociology’s attention. 
 
Goffman discusses pedestrian activities as interpersonal “channels of mutual 
dealings”, the aim of which is to evade clashes with others (1972: 17). The passer-by 
is a “vehicular unit”, which connotes “a human pilot or navigator … encased in a soft 
                                                 
33 I focus less on more widely known Goffman’s studies of the performative self (1969) that takes 
different roles in dramatised everyday situations, and more on his study of “participation in the flow of 
pedestrian social life” (1983: 6), which positioned walking as “an intrinsically social activity” (Ingold, 
2004: 328). See also Drew and Wootton (1988). 
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is a safe movement through the traffic of other “human pilots” and other kinds of 
vehicular units, such as cars (ibid.). Although the damage need not be substantial if 
two passers-by collide, they share some “informal understandings”, namely, “means 
of certain self-accepted restrictions on movement”, which help them maintain a sense 
of order in the street (ibid. 29, 26-27).
34  
 
In order to move between points successfully, that is, without collisions, pedestrians 
employ techniques such as “scanning area[s]”, which seem to be “constantly changing 
in area depending on traffic density around [them]” (Goffman, 1972: 33). Passers-by 
‘scan’ the environments they navigate, detect the approaching others and decide about 
their next steps. Through these activities passers-by seek to negotiate a sense of 
personal space, “[a] space surrounding an individual, anywhere within which an 
entering other causes the individual to feel encroached upon” (ibid. 53). Defence of 
personal space is especially relevant when that space is violated. One kind of such 
situations is particularly important to us: “the glance, look, penetration of the eyes”, in 
relation to which “self-determination” is practiced as either avoided or voluntary 
“comings-into-touch” (ibid. 69, 86).
35 However, Goffman considers such situational 
practices only among the individuals, as “the chief agencies and authors of this kind” 
(ibid. 68). In our case, pedestrian traffic is supplemented with electronic 
representations of others that aim at inserting their presence in the pedestrian traffic by 
seeking, rather than avoiding “collision”, as pedestrians do. How is the “self-
determination” in the presence of flickering screens complicated?  
 
Proposing that “at the heart of social organization is the concept of claims”, Goffman 
points us to one particular type of claims, the ones “exerted in regard to ‘territory’” 
(1972: 50). These kinds of claims, such as “situational and egocentric territoriality”, 
“function like territories but are not spatial” (ibid. 52, my emphasis).
36 Given the 
                                                 
34 See also Wolff (1973).  
35 Goffman also addresses “sound interference”, as another form of sensorial conflict with personal 
space (ibid. 71, 76). One contemporary example is in the use of mobile phones for private 
conversations in public places (cf. Moores, 2004). See also Humphrey’s (2005) and Ling’s studies 
(2008). 
36 This is where Goffman contradicts himself. Distinguishing between ‘claims’ in terms of 
“organisation” of space to which they relate, such as “fixed” (like “home”), or “situational” (“park 
benches”) and “egocentric” (“purses”), he stresses that all of them are, conversely, “no doubt spatial” 
(ibid. 52). Space, in turn, tends to be held up in Goffman’s account as a rather unproblematic 
(technical) and descriptive component of interaction. 
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density of crowds and the architecture of space), according to Goffman, we can only 
understand personal space “not as a permanently possessed, egocentric claim but as a 
temporary, situational preserve into whose centre the individual moves” (ibid. 54, my 
emphasis). Studying encounters with urban screens requires us to consider how the 
sense of (both actual and represented) others informs pedestrians’ movements.  
 
Meyrowitz helped to advance Goffman’s interactionist rationale of studying 
“encounters that occur face-to-face” for the study of situations (“information-
systems”) that are formed with “access to information” about “the behavior” of those 
whose presence is technologically mediated (1985: viii-ix, 37). Meyrowitz suggests 
that in the situations such as witnessing others’ telephone conversations, “electronic 
media affect us … not primarily through their content, but by changing the 
“situational geography” of social life” (ibid. 6). In the cases of media use, “the 
definition of situations and of behaviors is no longer determined by physical location” 
(ibid. 117). However, Meyrowitz reductively equals place with “physical location”, 
and suggests that interacting with mediated (physically absent) others means living in 
a “relatively placeless” world (ibid. 117, 308). In the ensuing chapters, drawing 
conceptually on Moores (2006, 2007), and empirically on my data, I will be 
advocating a wider, and more inclusive, approach to place, as that which is 
experienced with reference to both the physical and mediated components.  
 
To return to Goffman, let us conclusively suggest that pedestrians are momentary 
spatial occupants and territorial claimants. Technologically mediated others claim the 
spaces of the screens, but not pedestrian territories, occupied by those who walk past 
each other. The pedestrian “self-determination” is, then, in meditated cities, pursued in 
relation to others whose presence is sensed by sight, rather than physical collision. By 
their sheer visual availability to passers-by, images of others make part of the space in 
which pedestrians claim their “situational preserve[s]” (1972: 54). Passers-by’s 
encounters with mediated others are, thus, characterised by an ‘augmented’
37 
                                                 
37 Other writers, such as Manovich, term as “augmented space” the circulations of geospatial data 
“within the physical structure[s]” (2006: 237), while Dunne studies spaces criss-crossed by 
electromagnetic waves as “Hertzain space” (1999). Canclini, on the other hand, reads the juxtapositions 
of sculptures and billboards in contemporary Latin American urban spaces as “the crossing of the 
historical iconography with contemporary signalling” (1995: 213). See also Knorr Cetina’s developing 
model of “synthetic situation”, as “something of a hybrid that joins a scoped reality with physical 
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others and other spaces. However, if encounters with urban screens are at the same 
time episodes of media consumption, we must also consider passers-by’s responses to 
screens in relation to matters of choice making. 
 
3.4 Intimate Encounters with Urban Screen Mediations 
I research encounters with urban screens as situations. Interactions with media in the 
households can also be situational, in that some members more than others will take 
the power of deciding what is to be played in different rooms (cf. Morley, 1986; Lull, 
1990; Spigel, 1992). But if the idea of ‘intention’ and ‘choice’ in the home is a 
particularly contested one, outside, in the public urban space, it is not only more 
contested, but reconfigured. Though appearing in forms similar to television and 
computer screens, urban screens do not include remote controls or power switches for 
the incidental spectators’ use. This is one essence of encounters with urban screens. 
To illustrate its implication, let us consider the following public art experiment.  
 
The “Switch Project” (Jakobsen, 1997), installed an on/off switch for street lighting in 
a village in Denmark. While there were some discussions amongst the locals about 
when to turn the lights on and when off, most people were not bothered about using 
the switch at all. As Fuller put it, what was at stake was not a form of 
“democratization”, of partaking in certain aspects of public culture, but a recognition 
of an inherent quality of the streetlight as “a standard object”: “its operation does not 
require or allow  for any intervention from a passer-by” (2005: 92, 93, 89, my 
emphasis). Hence, “a user … move[s] along with his or her attention paid to other 
things” (ibid. 93). Unlike the streetlights, the screens belong to a long history of 
choice making in the realm of the home. 
 
In the studies of media consumption the question of choice has been discussed from a 
number of angles, such as the micro-level relationships between the members of 
households in negotiating the power over selecting the programmes to be watched 
(Morley, 1986; Lull, 1990; Silverstone and Hirsch, 1992). At its basis, “as the gadget 
we use to change channels, the remote control symbolizes the viewers’ selection, 
                                                                                                                                            
elements” in interpersonal communications in global market trading, mediated by the use of screen 
technologies (2009: 64, 65, 67, 69).  
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Ang reminds us, in the postmodernist “rhetoric of the liberatory benefits of personal 
autonomy and individual self-determination”, choice is positioned as “one of the 
prime discursive mechanisms through which people are drawn into the seductions of 
consumption” (1996: 13, 12). If the “primary culture” of interaction is developed in 
the home (Morley and Silverstone, 1992: 202), the use of remote controls is learnt as a 
form of mastering the messages coming from spaces outside home. This dynamic of 
negotiating the inside and the outside requires us to consider the status of home in the 
context of interactions with screens outside home.  
 
I take home to be a “(more or less permeable, more or less defended) bounded 
environment” (Silverstone et al., 1992b: 19), where one masters the material (through 
the doors) and symbolic (via media) visitations from the outside world, in pursuit of 
the sense of stability (Morley, 2000; de Certeau, 1998: 145). As Douglas reminds us, 
it cannot be the fixation of place, but control over it, where “home starts” (1991: 289). 
Home is the “preferred place” (Heller, 1995: 1), where the “realisation of ideas” is 
possible (Douglas, 1991: 290). In a different context, Douglas’ idea about the 
importance of mastery is similar to Simmel’s and Freud’s respective postulations 
about urban experience: should the subject react to each stimulus they encounter, they 
will break down. The protective blasé attitude emerges outside the home as a way of 
mastering the perceived sense of instability.  
 
Discussing the experience of inhabiting home as formative in making sense of spaces 
beyond it, Bachelard suggests that  
[a]ll really inhabited space bears the essence of the notion of home. The 
imagination functions in this direction whenever the human being has found 
the slightest shelter: we shall see the imagination build walls of impalpable 
shadows, comfort itself with illusion of protection (1994: 17).  
If the street can also be experienced on a continuum between ‘homely’ and 
‘unhomely’ (Morley 2000: 19; Sibley, 1995), the search for stability, rehearsed in the 
home, is reconfigured from the space of the house, to the space inhabited by the body 
that moves through urban space (Sofsky, 2008: 65; cf. de Certeau, 1998: 146; 
Williams, 1980; Bruno, 2007; Tuan, 2004: 47).  
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mastery in urban space shared with unknown others. In that context, according to 
Silverstone (2006: 242),  
the notion of home is as a projection of self, and as something that can be 
carried with you … that extends from the place of origin … that attaches to the 
keypad of a mobile phone … a technological extension of the self. 
Everyday users of ‘personal’ media articulate similar views. Bull’s respondents spoke 
about the sense of being “surrounded or enveloped” and feeling as if “never leaving 
‘home’” when using the personal stereo in urban space (2000: 24, 37). As Bull 
summarises, “the space of reception becomes a form of ‘mobile home’ as she moves 
through the places of the city” (ibid. 32; cf. ibid. 24-25, 55-68). I will return to the 
issue of search for the sense of stability in everyday spaces later, through the lenses of 
domestication studies (Section 3.6) and phenomenological geography (Chapter 4). 
Returning to Silverstone’s idea of home as reproduced through out-of-home media 
consumption, we need to be particularly cautious about dichotomising private and 
public realms.  
 
As Cohen (1994: 2) reminds us, 
the self is not ‘replaced’ by something else as its bearer moves from privacy 
into public social space; rather it adopts or discards elements which are not 
pertinent in more private contexts (for example, in intimate interaction or in 
solitary contemplation). 
Cohen’s argument effectively summarises they way I attempt to conceptualise 
encounters with urban screens in this study. I refer to the encounters not as occasions 
for “the reification of a secreted entity” of the individual (preoccupied with “mind, 
ego, soul, sprit and psyche”), but as situations of “a creative, existential process with 
persons as choosers” (Whittaker, 1992: 199-200, 204, my emphasis).
38 Interacting 
with urban screens requires immaterial mastery, because the remote controls or power 
switches are unavailable. As I will suggest later, people compensate for that lack by 
tactically appropriating the screens as situationally useful. Before I discuss such 
practices, I want to consider passers-by’s activities more broadly in the context of 
contemporary debates about media audiences. 
                                                 
38 Cohen’s and Whittaker’s respective accounts are part of broader anthropological discussions about 
how the ‘self’ is reproduced in everyday life. See also Chaudhary and Sriram (2001) and la Fontaine 
(1985: 124). 
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Media audience studies have been discussing contemporary everyday life in terms of a 
media-saturated world (Bird, 2003), with only passing, if any, reference to the 
consumption of urban screens (Ang, 1996; Moores, 2000; Bird, 2003; Livingstone, 
2005). Important discussions about the status of media in contemporary day-to-day 
routines have remained empirically grounded in the realm of home. References to 
“urban neighbourhood[s]” (Moores, 2000: 1) have been made in establishing a 
broader social context for discussing media consumption in urban households. 
Interactions with urban screens have largely remained unexamined.  
 
After a break with the earlier ‘hypodermic needle’ and ‘uses and gratifications’ 
orthodoxies was initiated in the milieu of British cultural studies in the late 1970s, the 
viewers were studied in their viewing contexts, which were recognised as central to 
understanding the activities of viewing (Morley, 1992: 77).
39 Research examined 
spatial and interpersonal dimensions of media consumption in family households, as 
well as matters of sociability beyond the household’s doorstep, such as belongings in 
communities and nations, as mediated through the consumption of satellite feeds and 
the Internet (Moores, 1996; Robins and Aksoy, 2005; Gillespie, 1995).
40 However, 
the principal location of empirical investigation has remained in the space of the 
household.  
 
The latest proposals in audience research have ascertained that the emphasis should 
move from exploring interactions with particular texts or technologies to the wealth of 
“contemporary media culture” (Alasuutari, 1999: 6). In that respect, the experience of 
being a spectator has been treated as “no longer an exceptional event”, but as 
“constitutive of everyday life” (Abercrombie and Longhurst, 1998: 68-69). In other 
words, as a number of theorists have come to suggest, “media, not just audiences, are 
everywhere” (Couldry, 2005: 188, original emphasis). As I indicated in Chapter 2, the 
shortfall of this valid argument is that, in highlighting the ubiquity of interaction, it 
‘files’ encounters with urban screens under “no exceptional events” of the “everyday” 
and “everywhere”. In one rare reference to the neglected site of media consumption, 
the street, Couldry briefly noted that in the city “we may well be inundated with signs 
                                                 
39 See McGuigan (1992) and Moores (1993) for an otherwise much more complex history. 
40 There is a growing awareness of this lack. See also anthropological studies about the changing status 
of cinema and radio sets across “various milieux” (Ginsburg et al., 2002: 2).  
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them out!)” (ibid.). How people do this, has remained largely unknown, but the 
ongoing debates offer some useful directions. 
 
The ‘everywhere-audiences’ argument sees members of audiences as:  
a)  both producers and consumers, especially in on-line cultures through practices 
such as social networking or creating and uploading contents, as “diffused 
audiences” (Abercrombie and Longhurst, 1998: 75),  
b)  neither producers nor consumers, but fans or performers at the sites of media 
production as “extended audiences” (Couldry, 2005: 194-222; 2000), and 
c)  media users that are more and more spatially “dispersed” (Alasuutari, 1999). 
While the first and second strands of the argument are primarily concerned with the 
important question of the ever-unstable relations of power between media institutions 
and consumers, the third line of argument resonates with the objectives of this study 
more strongly.
41 In seeking to understand “the cultural place of the media in the 
contemporary world”, writers such as Alasuutari privilege the spatial differentiation of 
everyday media consumption (1999: 7).  
 
As Moores put it, “consumption practices are geographically dispersed across a 
multitude of settings”, making it difficult “to specify exactly where broadcasting 
audiences begin and end” (2000: 17). However, as Bird stresses, this does not justify 
“abandon[ing] the [concept of] “audience” in despair, just because we cannot usually 
pin them down for clear study” (2003: 190). The solution Bird offers is to both “move 
“beyond the audience” as a theoretically definable construct”, and to remain faithful 
to the aim of “understanding real people, living real lives in which media play an ever-
increasing, if certainly problematic, role” (ibid.). Thus, instead of negotiating the 
identity of a passer-by in the mediated city as a member of a new kind of media 
audience, in the next section, I consider the particular contribution of the rich 
inheritance of media audience studies in understanding encounters with urban screens.  
 
                                                 
41 The presented terms are names for otherwise much more diversified and non-linear developments in 
the history of media audience research. For instance, Thompson discusses “extended audience” in the 
much older passage from the “face-to-face interaction” to the mediated communication (1988: 365-366, 
quoted in Moores, 2000: 16). Almost twenty years later, Couldry suggests the term “extended 
audiences” (2005) to discuss audiences’ activities related to media (such as fandom) beyond the mere 
‘reception’ of texts.  
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The responses collected in this project have led me to suggest that passers-by develop 
ethnomethods of making use of screens within the immediate contexts of passing by, 
such as escapism, focussing thoughts, or avoiding others’ gazes. The respondents 
‘tame’ a piece of technology that they cannot operate themselves by learning how it 
works and what the range of its operations might be. Passing through known 
environments every day allows passers-by to make the situational uses of screens 
routine. Over time, passers-by gradually include in their everyday rounds the habit of 
(not) engaging with screens, and experience screens as ‘ordinary’ (domesticated) 
pieces of street furniture. Before providing empirical descriptions of the site-specific 
encounters in Chapters 5-8, I end this chapter by outlining intellectual lineages on 
which I draw in reading my data as uses and domestications of urban screens. I 
discuss the situational uses with reference to Lull’s (1990) concept of “social uses of 
television” and I consider domestication from the perspective of household media 
domestication studies (Silverstone and Hirsch, 1992). 
 
While Nathan reported, as I noted in Chapter 1, that he looks at the screen in London’s 
Old Street “in order to avoid making eye contact with others [approaching]”, Laura 
said she chooses to walk where the screen is, because its electronic imagery sheds 
light on the pavement, which helps her feel safer. Another respondent talked about 
gazing at the advertisements of seaside resorts, and momentarily leaving “this grey, 
busy street” for “somewhere nice”. These cases remind us of Bausinger’s influential 
account of home television viewing (1984). A husband comes home from work and 
turns the television on, pretending he is watching so that he does not have to converse 
with his wife. He makes use of television to pursue his momentary communicational 
goals. Bausinger referred to that example to illustrate the importance of situated 
research in audience studies, and the inadequacy of the statistical counting of the 
television sets switched on. Similarly, everyday encounters with urban screens unfold 
in ways that do not always offer themselves easily to observation. Tactics operate in 
“quasi-invisibility” (de Certeau, 1984: 31) that resists hypotheses and statistical 
correlations. Such research practices, however, have helped formulate a well-known 
tradition in media audience research: the uses and gratifications (Blumler and Katz, 
1974). This model conceptualised media as resources that users utilise in order to 
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psychological uses. 
 
The uses and gratifications approach emerged in the post-war ‘mass communication 
research’ as an attempt to improve the understanding of media audiences, previously 
dominated by the ‘hypodermic needle’ model. The basic change of perspectives was 
from researching “what the media do to people” to “what people do with the media” 
(Halloran, 1970). The central assumption was that “different members of the mass-
media audience may use and interpret any particular programme in a quite different 
way from how the communicator intended it” (Morley, 1992: 51). It is has become 
commonplace in media studies to study audience activity rather than passivity, but the 
‘uses and gratifications’ approach remained a relic of the past. The limitation of the 
model was chiefly in its disregard of the social context in which media consumption 
takes place.
42 The viewing activity was reductively explained as the satisfaction of 
personal needs (such as “personal relationships” and “personal identity”, cf. Lull, 
1990: 35), formed as complementary ways towards self-realisation (cf. Maslow, 
1954).  
 
This project aims at understanding what happens in the situations of encountering 
display media in public space, and not whether outdoor consumption of electronic 
imagery is for the passers-by an opportunity to satisfy their psychological needs. I do 
not deny that interactions with urban screens may also be resourceful for certain 
psychological gratifications. But, from the standpoint of situational sociology, I 
understand the ‘uses’ as practices of appropriation (e.g. as one of my respondents put 
it, “the screen [in Zadar] is designed to invite tourists to have fun ... [but] I use it as a 
meditation point”). Interaction with urban screens does not happen, and is 
inconceivable outside, the actual social milieu of which the screens form part. Thus, 
the respondents’ accounts  
are to be examined not as individual, idiosyncratic expressions of a 
psychological kind, but as sociologically regulated, both by the immediate 
social situation and by the surrounding socio-historical context (Morley, 1992: 
53-54).  
                                                 
42 See Elliot (1974) for a fuller overview of the uses and gratifications model. 
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accounts of experience. This should not be confused with the “mentalistic” approach 
developed by the ‘uses and gratifications’ model (Elliot, 1974). I ‘read’ the collected 
accounts as descriptions of participation in micro-social situations, and not as 
indications of causal correlations in any kind of determinisms or essentialisms.  
 
Lull provides a working model of “social uses of television”, whereby the media are 
understood as “handy expedients which can be exploited by individuals” (1990: 29). 
Lull positions the “social uses” as “opposed to the personal uses”, as explored by the 
uses and gratifications tradition. Rather, social uses are part of household media 
consumption. The schema that Lull derives from his research, although it “requires 
further elaboration and validation” (ibid. 46), is, in its key features, confirmed in my 
data. Lull distinguishes between:  
•  the “structural” uses of the television set as an audiovisual interface, such as 
“environmental resource” (e.g. “background noise”, “companionship”, and 
“entertainment”), and a “regulative resource” (e.g. “behavioural regulator” 
through “punctuation of time and activity” of viewing), and 
•  the “relational” uses of television programmes, such as “communication 
facilitation” (e.g. providing topical “agenda for talk”); forms of “affiliation 
[with]/avoidance [of]” others present in the situation of viewing; and “social 
learning” (e.g. “role enactment” or “authority exercise”) (ibid. 35-36).  
Although grounded in empirical research, Lull’s typology suffers from a lack of 
conceptual engagement with the field of everyday life, which is the principal context 
in which his research is situated. I would suggest reconsidering Lull’s very helpful set 
of categories of the ‘social uses of television’ as ‘situational uses’, by accounting more 
explicitly for the circumstances of interaction as situations in which the tension 
between tactics and strategies is played out (de Certeau, 1984).  
 
If walking is a way of practicing urban space, passers-by are involved in “adaptation” 
of their surroundings by “using [the] imposed systems” (de Certeau, 1984: 18, my 
emphasis). As passers-by navigate the city, momentarily shared with unknown others 
and strategically designed by institutions, passers-by appropriate objects (not only 
urban screens) they encounter in a number of creative ways. I will refer to situational 
uses of urban screens as ethno-practices of appropriating screens in managing a 
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environmental (rain or sun) circumstances. If passers-by habitually make use of urban 
screens in the situations of passing through their everyday environments, we can only 
get a fuller sense of the status of those ethnomethods by exploring how passers-by 
make the changing screen technologies and images expected and familiar. In the 
following chapter I consider as my methodology the perspective of phenomenological 
geography, which argues that people know their everyday environments through 
habits they develop in those spaces. In Chapters 5-8, I will suggest that by making the 
uses of screens habits, and by incorporating those habits in the everyday passing 
through (which consists of other habits, too), passers-by can interact with familiar 
screens as with taken-for-granted objects, that is, routinely. Below I review the 
significance of media domestication studies in describing the difficulties involved in 
making known the street objects designed and consumed as media, the urban screens. 
 
If developed primarily in the context of researching households (Silverstone and 
Hirsch, 1992), I find media domestication studies useful more broadly as an approach 
to exploring situations “when users in a variety of environments are confronted with 
new technologies” (Berker et al., 2006: 2; cf. Lie and Sørensen, 1996: 17).
43 Like 
other objects of consumption, media technologies are “publicly generated and 
privately consumed”, but unlike other kinds of artefacts, media technologies concern 
communication at a distance (Silverstone et al., 1992a: 4; Silverstone et al., 1992b: 
25). This is why domestication studies have particularly been interested in how 
relationships within the household (particularly issues of gender and generation), and 
the household’s relationships with the ‘outside’ world (especially at the private/public 
and local/global levels of communication), are articulated, contested and negotiated 
through media consumption (Berker et al., 2006). The central issue which I want to 
focus on in this discussion is the people’s work of transforming new technologies and 
texts into ordinary ones and incorporating them into familiar spaces. 
 
                                                 
43 This stream of scholarship, recently revitalised through European research networks, emerged in the 
early 1990s in the work of Silverstone, Haddon, Hirsch and Morley, et al., on the dynamics of 
consumption of ICTs (information and communication technologies) in British households. The focus 
of this study allows me to make only several related connections to this otherwise much richer tradition, 
and its not yet fully exhausted potentials. See Moores’ (1993), Haddon’s (2006b), and Berker et al.’s 
(2006) overviews. 
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familiar (through the experiences of interacting with screens such as television and 
computers), but which take new forms and appear in unexpected urban places. As 
Campbell reminds us, “the introduction of newness in the form of novelty … has very 
commonly [been] met with fierce opposition” (1992: 57). This is why “technological 
innovation often goes along with a continuing drive to make the technofuture safe by 
incorporating it into familiar formats, icons and symbols” (Morley, 2006: 32, my 
emphasis). The contemporary spread of urban screens may, then, be viewed as a 
particular moment in a dynamic history of television, whereby “[ambient television] is 
now a supplement, rather than, as it originally was, alternative to its place in the 
home” (ibid. 216). An urban screen can become experientially ‘invisible’ (often noted 
by my interviewees as insignificant), only once it has been ‘tamed’ as known and 
useful in the situation of passing through, and domesticated: expected and meaningful 
as part of the familiar space. Domestication, in that sense, is a complex, dynamic and 
potentially never-ending process of “taming the wild and cultivating the tame” 
(Silverstone, 1994: 174). 
 
Pioneering the perspective of domestication in their studies of household media 
consumption, Silverstone et al. contextualised households as “part of a transactional 
system, dynamically involved in the public world of the production and exchange of 
commodities and meanings” (1992b: 16). The scholars explored “the moral economy 
of the household”
44 to describe “the capacity of the household or the family to create 
and sustain its autonomy and identity” in relation to the artefacts and messages 
entering and then inhabiting the household through the dynamism of media 
consumption (ibid. 19). The household seeks to organise its practices of consumption 
meaningfully, as routines, so as to achieve a “spatially and temporally bounded sense 
of security and order” (ibid. 20). Such work of the household in sustaining itself 
within the micro and macro pressures comprises of appropriation,  objectification, 
incorporation and conversion (ibid. 20-21). Rather than points in a progressive or 
linear process, these four elements describe different dimensions of domestication 
(ibid. 20). I consider them below in the context of encounters with urban screens as 
situations in which passers-by negotiate urban space as familiar everyday space.  
                                                 
44 Drawing on Thompson (1971), the authors understand media consumption both as economic 
transaction, and moral negotiation of values that inform decisions about use (Silverstone et al., 1992b: 
18).  
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from the market to a household (Silverstone et al., 1992b: 21). In this “passage from 
commodity to object”, a piece of media technology becomes “owned” (ibid. 22, 
original emphasis). Clearly, there is no direct economic transaction or ownership 
associated with the passer-by who interacts with an urban screen. Institutions, such as 
advertising companies, or public authorities, like city councils, purchase and display 
the screen as a tool in their economic activity at the site. In other words, the party that 
owns the screen is not the party that engages with the screen. Institutions are 
implicated in the site by placing their announcements before the passers-by, by legally 
binding their technological possession with the site (damaging the screen would be a 
violation of private property), and by complying with the regulations related to that 
kind of public communication (showing moving images in the traffic is prohibited as a 
safety hazard; Communities, 2007). The owner, however, is absent from the situation 
of consumption.  
 
If households appropriate technologies through purchase, they appropriate texts 
through the selection of programmes to be viewed (Silverstone et al., 1992b: 22). 
Although the owner of an urban screen pre-selects images, passers-by select the 
screens with which to interact (if without the remote control, not without effort). Thus, 
in the case of urban screen consumption, appropriation is ‘diffused’ between the 
owner who purchases the technology and the passer-by who can compensate for the 
lack of remote controls by re-appropriating the screen as situationally useful or simply 
by looking away.
45 Public urban space is, ultimately, an interface realm between the 
passer-by and the owner: they, to paraphrase Ahmed (2006), “arrive” at a place shared 
by other actors as well. The passer-by decides how and whether at all to interact with 
a screen, while interacting with others and other things encountered in the immediate 
surroundings. 
 
Objectification is comprised of “classificatory principles” (Silverstone et al., 1992b: 
22) that guide the practice of ‘nesting’ a piece of media technology in the home. 
Objectification relates to value transactions inside the household (a new object takes 
the place of an old one) and between the household and the outside world (a new 
                                                 
45 In the subsequent chapters I assume that urban screens have already been ‘appropriated’ by being 
purchased and installed as part of street inventory, and will use the term ‘appropriation’ to describe 
passers-by’s repurposing of screens as useful in the situations of passing by. 
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television set is placed “in an already constructed (and always reconstructible) 
meaningful spatial environment” (ibid. 23), which requires spatially re-ordering the 
household. On the other hand, as Leal (1990) reports, placing television sets in the 
front rooms in Brazilian working-class houses, and keeping windows open during 
broadcasts of particular programmes, such as soap operas, has the status of not only 
displaying the possession of the technology, but also declaring the household’s 
affiliation with the set of values signified by the watched programmes. As I illustrate 
in Chapter 5, passers-by negotiate London’s Old Street Roundabout as their everyday 
space by referring to the screen there as unworthy of attention, while residents, who 
can see the screen from their homes, ‘objectify’ it as a piece of “clean” and “airy” 
technology installed at this “neglected” site.  
 
Incorporation refers to the variety of use developed once a piece of technology begins 
its life as a household item. Computers might have been purchased for the same 
purposes that the designers had in mind, like work and play, but are over time 
“relegated to tops of wardrobes or backs of cupboards” (Silverstone et al., 1992b: 24). 
Incorporation is thus a point in the process of domestication when the experiential 
“visibility or invisibility of technologies” can be distinguished (ibid. 25). In relation to 
texts, members of households may time their activities according to programme 
schedules (ibid.). Similarly, advertisers may invest in urban screens imagining that 
passers-by will merely use them to read the displayed information about products or 
services. However, when a screen is put in spaces that some passers-by deem 
everyday, those passers-by may start making the screen useful in their negotiations of 
other aspects of everyday life in the place, such as looking away or towards unknown 
others.  
 
Conversion encompasses the “private” side of domestication, which happens when 
technologies gain “meaning currencies” in daily interactions (e.g. referencing ‘a 
gadget’ or a programme in daily chatter) (Silverstone et al., 1992b: 25-26). More 
concretely, conversation related to a programme or a piece of technology, especially 
in teenage “peer-group culture[s]”, provides “an indication of membership and 
competence in a public culture, to whose construction it actively contributes” (ibid. 
26). Similarly, taking photographs of the screen-pavement in Zadar serves 
  84international tourists “to show my friends ‘I was there!’”, at the site advertised and 
known as a “milestone”.  
 
To sum up, a household negotiates its “integrity as a social and cultural unit” through 
consumption by developing a “transactional system” with the outside world 
(Silverstone et al., 1992b: 18-19). Since media technologies and texts as objects of 
consumption are specific as means of communication, and produced in the world 
beyond the household’s doorstep, there is “a whole set of control problems for the 
household, problems of regulation and of boundary maintenance” (ibid. 20). The 
“maintenance” of familiarity with the street inventory is complicated by the fact that 
when a technology or a text changes, the passer-by is not allowed to respond 
materially, by moving them around, decorating them or changing channels. Public 
space is shared with unknown others, and materially arranged by institutions. Having 
considered the transactional dynamics of the household, we now need to understand 
the practices of the situated individual also as an “economic, social and cultural unit” 
(ibid. 20), involved in the work of negotiating their everyday urban spaces. In the 
context of everyday movement through urban space, we need to consider issues of 
spatial habituation, that is, the development of “habits … as stabilising, as ordering 
practices” through which spaces are “lived” (Tucker, 2010: 22, 21). This work of 
negotiating familiarity with space, by way of developing habits of interacting with its 
inventory, has been the focus of phenomenological geography, to which I turn in the 
following chapter.  
 
3.7 Conclusion 
Studies in consumption of media technologies have suggested that one important 
“existential condition” for the media to “exist as technology is by virtue of being 
activated” with “a power switch” (Strathern, 1992: xi, original emphasis). As my data 
suggests, power switches for urban screens are not available to the passers-by, yet the 
passers-by also domesticate urban screens. Seeking possible conceptual pathways to 
understanding such practices, in this chapter I reviewed a variety of important 
arguments about experiencing mediated urban spaces. Although sensing the changing 
urban stimuli is now a matter of taken-for-granted experience, studies like Bull’s 
(2000), tell us there is a continuing significance of the practices of shielding against 
stimuli (named blasé), and we can also assume that people still take pleasure in 
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strolling and interacting with the surroundings (initially considered through the 
flâneur). Broadly taken, the routines of moving through familiar urban spaces are part 
of an array of tactics of appropriating the city, which de Certeau’s theory (1984) 
usefully articulated as resistance to the institutionally prescribed spatial patterns. 
  
The theory of “social uses of television” has demonstrated that people make use of 
screens in seeking to manage a variety of micro-social situations, such as interacting 
with co-present others (Lull, 1990). This perspective is particularly significant in our 
explorations of how people repurpose mediated environments in the situations of 
passing by, for goals entirely different from the institutions’. My respondents’ goals 
are related to spatial habituation: making the changing screens, as occupants of 
everyday spaces, expectedly useful and familiar. I found the most relevant approach to 
the last set of concerns in the studies of media consumption (Silverstone and Hirsch, 
1992). They have demonstrated that domestication of media is a social process and an 
intimate everyday practice of managing the presence of technologies and texts in 
familiar spaces. Before I illustrate, in Chapters 5-8, the creative quotidian ways of 
developing habits of making use of urban screens in negotiating familiarity with 
everyday spaces, in the following chapter I continue my consideration of encounters 
with urban screens by developing a methodological and analytical framework with 










































  874.1 Introduction 
 
As the images glide by and the voices come and go, how can we assess what 
goes on in people’s heads?  
(Gitlin, 2001: 19) 
 
Use must be analysed in itself.  
(de Certeau, 1984: 32) 
 
Walking as an everyday practice manifests itself through “a qualitative character” that 
each passer-by embodies with “a style of apprehension and kinaesthetic 
appropriation” (de Certeau, 1984: 97). Since in our case, to quote Bausinger, “it is 
more important to understand something than to measure it” (1984: 347), I am in 
pursuit of qualitative data that emerges through “a microscopic, sensitive 
methodology which successfully registers and preserves the characteristic traits of the 
field of study” (Knorr Cetina, 1981: 15). If urban screens both occupy space, and 
represent other spaces (as emphasised in Chapter 2), and the domestication of media 
encountered in public space is indivisible from inhabiting space (as suggested in 
Chapter 3), we need a methodology “sensitive” (ibid.) to both the mediated and spatial 
dimensions of everyday life.  
 
I recognise such methodological sensitivity in Moores’ proposal of a 
“phenomenological investigation of media uses and environments” (2006, original 
emphasis), which incorporates phenomenological geography’s assumptions about how 
“people notice and encounter their geographical world” (Seamon, 1979: 16). In the 
first part of this chapter, I discuss employing the perspective of phenomenological 
geography in exploring encounters with screens as part of “everyday environmental 
experience” (ibid. 131). In the second part, I consider the most appropriate research 
techniques. While difficult to research in any context, media consumption “can be 
empirically observed in the private spaces of the front room or the bedroom” 
(Silverstone, 2006: 233). The challenge now is to develop ways of studying barely 
observable engagements with screens in the streets. For de Certeau et al., the problem 
in researching everyday life in spaces like town markets was in recording “the 
murmuring of the everyday in which one can multiply the soundings indefinitely 
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46 I 
will offer a procedure consisting of observations, ‘walking diaries’ and interviews, not 
as a complete solution to these problems, but as an attempt to document the fleeting 
encounters with screens and to understand their status in my respondents’ everyday 
lives. I take the enquiry and response dynamic in the epigraph as a place to begin.  
 
4.2 Phenomenological Geography and the Study of a Mediated City 
This study explores interactions with urban screens as situated in the everyday activity 
of passing by. All these elements – passing by, urban screens, and the city – share 
spatiality. Passing by is fundamentally a spatial activity (de Certeau, 1984), urban 
screens not only occupy, but also represent space (Morley and Silverstone, 1990; 
McCarthy, 2001), and the city is “inconceivable without the space it unfolds in: its 
empirical dimension is above all spatial” (Augé, 1999: 109; cf. Soja, 2003). In other 
words, studying encounters with urban screens means exploring spatial experiences. 
Assuming that “from the perspective of experience, landscape cannot be understood 
merely as an assemblage of objects”, but can be better examined in terms of 
“meanings they have for those who are experiencing them” (Relph, 1976: 122), I take 
a humanist, interpretive, perspective on spatial routines, as developed in 
phenomenological geography, and as reviewed in media studies by Moores (2006). 
 
Rejecting the positivist traditions of researching the relations between humans and 
their environments by solely measuring behaviour (as stimulus-response relations) and 
cognition (as conscious productions of mental maps of space),
47 human geography 
endeavoured to elucidate a “daily world of taken-for-grantedness” (Seamon, 1979: 
153). Drawing on Husserl’s (1970), Heidegger’s (1971) and Merleau-Ponty’s (2002) 
respective phenomenological studies of how the world is lived and constituted through 
experience, geographers such as Seamon (1979), Relph (1976), Tuan (1977), and 
Buttimer (1976), made a major contribution to spatial analysis by shedding light on a 
‘world’ paralleled to the one measured by the positivists: the phenomenological 
lifeworld.  
 
                                                 
46 This is a recurring complication in researching everyday practices in public space. See the respective 
considerations by Whyte (1993), Lefebvre (1991: 97) and Highmore (2002). 
47 See, for instance, Downs and Stea (1973), Gould and White (1986), and Gärling (1995). 
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(Lebenswelt) refers to the totality of one’s everyday life, available through a horizon 
“that is actually given through perception, that is ever experienced and 
experienceable” (1970: 49).
48 In a further specification, Husserl’s student Schutz 
identifies as lifeworld “the sum total of objects and occurrences within the social 
cultural world”, experienced through daily “interaction” (1962: 53). The daily 
interaction is largely a matter of routine, based on an embodied pre-cognitive (pre-
reflective) knowledge. Though skilled and sophisticated, many everyday activities, 
such as walking to the corner shop or driving to school, can evolve “without [the] 
intervention of conscious attention” (Seamon, 1979: 38, 33). The routines of doing 
and moving are carried out by a “body-subject”, which Seamon, drawing on Merleau-
Ponty (2002), describes as: “a special kind of subject which expresses itself in a 
preconscious way”, because it “intimately ‘knows’ in its own special fashion the 
everyday spaces in which the person lives his [sic] typical day” (Seamon, 1979: 41, 
35, original emphasis).  
 
Everyday life is inconceivable without pre-conscious spatial routines. Attending to the 
surroundings habitually gives everyday life in them a sense of meaningfulness and 
stability. Habit principally ‘feeds’ one’s “ontological security”, which is, by 
definition, “sustained primarily through routine itself” (Giddens, 1991: 167). Its 
existential status is based on the credo: I have already managed a particular situation 
successfully, so “I can” deal with it again (Schutz, 1966: 118; cf. Husserl, 1970). 
Without such daily confirmations of manageable existence, each change of location 
would require one to make a new (cognitive) plan of moving, and each encounter with 
the surroundings would require a separate (behavioural) reaction (Seamon, 1979: 47). 
While highlighting the status of habit, phenomenological geographers do not oppose 
the importance of cognition. As Tuan put it, “spatial knowledge enhances spatial 
ability” (1977: 70). However, in developing everyday routines, walkers “learn a 
succession of movements rather than a spatial configuration or map” (ibid.). This 
                                                 
48 The history of concepts such as ‘lifeworld’ and ‘horizon’ are much richer than this specialised 
presentation can encompass. See Zelić’s (2008) overview of Husserl’s array of definitions. In this 
project I use the term ‘experiential horizon’ to refer to elements of “the experienced environmental 
field”, which participants deem as “explicitly present” (Ihde, 1990: 114), and thus significant, as they 
pass through. Thereby, “objects are objects insofar as they are within my horizon” (Ahmed, 2006: 55). 
See also Buttimer on the “horizons of reach outward from … home” (1980: 170).  
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spaces.  
 
Habit is predicated on repetition of “acting upon” the surrounding objects in terms of 
their “varying modes of being valid [to us]” (Husserl, 1970: 143). Such practical 
knowledge informs one’s familiarity with everyday surroundings, which, in turn, 
become unavailable to immediate reflection. In other words, in providing us with 
signs of stability, “the familiar … is not allowed to reveal itself” (Ahmed, 2006: 37, 
33). Familiarity can only be explored empirically if it is ‘bracketed’ from immediate 
experience, through “a calling to conscious awareness those taken-for-granted ideas 
and practices within one’s personal world” (Buttimer, 1980: 172). This procedure, put 
crudely, refers to what Husserl (1973) originally proposed as Epoché, a suspension of 
belief in the taken-for-granted dimensions of experiencing the world, for the purpose 
of bringing them to reflection. However, this project does not offer a “pure 
presuppositionless description” (Kullman and Taylor, 1969: 120),
49 but, more 
modestly, a first-order estrangement of the familiar.  
 
If a passer-by can know a place through encountering a screen, estranging those 
encounters can also help us elucidate other elements of the pre-reflective knowledge 
of passing by (the kinds of walking, the local customs of looking around, other forms 
of media consumption, etc.). For that purpose, I find Brecht’s notion of de-
familiarisation useful (1964: 144). It illustrates the phenomenological rationale of 
‘estrangement’, and it is deployed in this study as a research practice. Brecht’s 
assumption was that “before familiarity can turn into awareness, the familiar must be 
stripped of its inconspicuousness; we must give up assuming that the object in 
question needs no explanation” (ibid.).
50 Before I outline my de-familiarising research 
techniques, I must return to the initial point made about the studied encounters: their 
spatiality. 
 
                                                 
49 Bracketing – the eidetic reduction of the a priori attitude to the world (Husserl, 1973: 44-51) – is the 
key method in phenomenology (Macann, 1993), but has also remained one of its most contentious 
aspects (Natanson, 1969). Hycner (1985) and Kullman and Taylor (1969), for instance, question 
whether complete bracketing is possible at all in applied research. It relies on a “linguistically 
permeated” perception, whereby “the very attempt to describe the pre-reflective seems to destroy it” 
(Kullman and Taylor, 1969: 120-135; Costelloe, 1996).  
50 Garfinkel, similarly, devised strategies of “produc[ing] disorganized interaction”, in order to learn 
about “how the structures of everyday activities are ordinarily and routinely produced and maintained” 
(1984: 38). 
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mere presence, imposes a schema on space” (Tuan, 1977: 36, original emphasis). An 
individual forms “circumambient space”, responsive to their movements (ibid. 41). 
Spatial experience changes accordingly: “as he [sic] moves and turns, so do the 
regions front-back and right-left around him [sic]”, as perspectives from which the 
surroundings are perceived (ibid.). The body-subject exists in an organic unity with 
their surroundings, through interactions that vary on a spectrum between the pre-
reflective “‘I-Thou’” relationship, and the self-conscious and reflective “‘I-You’” 
divide (Relph, 1976: 66, 142; Buttimer, 1976: 282-284). Seamon illustrates the former 
by describing an individual as “subsumed in the world like a fish is joined with water” 
(1979: 161), a view informed by Shepard’s consideration of “the epidermis of the 
skin” as “a pond surface or a forest soil, not a shell so much as a delicate 
interpenetration” (1969: 2). I will later extend this view of an individual “as part of the 
landscape and the ecosystem” (ibid.) with a Marxian perspective of social 
individuality. Intellectual roots to Relph’s (1976) and Seamon’s (1979) approach are 
in Merleu-Ponty’s notion of “motility” (devised in opposition to the Cartesian 
“mobility”), whereby experienced space is “beneath objective space” (2002: 159, 
171). Rather than merely re-acting to space, the body “inhabits space” through nearing 
and distancing from others and other objects (ibid. 161, original emphasis).  
 
Interviews with “environmental experience groups” in an American college about 
daily routines, led Seamon to identify the “lived core of everyday environmental 
experience” as formed of “movement”, “rest” and “encounter” (2006, 1979). 
Focussing in this project on encounters with screens, I find Seamon’s conception of 
encounter as “any situation of attentive contact between the person and world at hand” 
(1979: 99) useful. There is a range between “encounters tending towards mergence” 
(I-Thou) and “encounters tending toward separateness” (I-You) (ibid.). Those 
extremes form an “awareness continuum”, in which encounters take forms such as: 
“obliviousness”, “noticing”, “watching”, and “heightened contact” (ibid. 101-120, 
original emphases). At the basis of any kind of encounter is a pre-reflective “basic 
contact” (the pre-conscious knowledge of space), which “sustains movements in the 
particular moment as it prepares movements for the next” (ibid. 116, 115, original 
emphasis; Fig. 14). To sum up, people inhabit space “automatically but sensitively”, 
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the familiar environment (ibid. 41, 35). 
 
Fig. 14: “The Awareness Continuum as a Whole” 
(Source: Seamon, 1979: 122) 
 
While “obliviousness” refers to when “the person is more or less unaware of the world 
at hand” (such as in “daydream[ing]”), “watching” is defined as “look[ing] out 
attentively upon some aspect of the world for an extended period of time” (ibid. 104-
105, original emphasis). In “heightened contact”, “the person feels joined and akin to 
the world”, and “quiet and receptive” (Seamon, 1979: 111-112). While all those 
modes of interaction with the subject’s environment will also (variably) contextualise 
my respondents’ engagements with screens, Seamon’s conception of “noticing” 
resonates most closely with my focus on encounters with changing screens as 
situations of encountering spatial novelties. Noticing happens when “a thing from 
which we were insulated a moment before flashes to our attention” (ibid. 99, original 
emphasis).  
 
A change of an element of a known environment, such as a familiar screen, may be 
presenting “a minimum of change”, but is nonetheless “[a] change in the world as 
known” (Seamon, 1979: 77, 117). For instance, “[a] street feels different because a 
tree along it has been cut” (ibid. 117). In an encounter with some kind of change, the 
familiar space comes to “explicit attention”, because the change is experienced as “a 
thing to be considered and figured out” (ibid. 59, 117; cf. Moores and Metykova, 
2010: 185). The existential requirement for the passer-by at that moment is to re-
construct the habitual realm of pre-cognition by negotiating the perceived change 
(Seamon, 1979: 117). Such occasions, when they happen in research sessions, will be 
useful empirically. If the negotiation of the change in the lifeworld is not only “world-
grounded” (as a change of environment), but also “self-grounded” (in that people 
draw on “personal knowledge and past experience” to “adapt creatively to new 
situations”), by exploring the participant’s encounter with change, we can learn 
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49).  
 
However, the fact that the encountered change, in this project, refers to 
technologically mediated change, requires some modification of assumptions that 
writers in phenomenological geography hold about media and place. 
Phenomenological geography usefully defines place as an experiential dimension of 
space. As Relph put it, “through particular encounters and experiences perceptual 
space is richly differentiated into places, or centres of special personal significance” 
(1976: 11). If place is “the location plus everything that occupies that location” (ibid. 
3), the body-subject ‘makes’ a location into a place by developing habits of 
interaction.
51 Place is a region of space “thoroughly familiar to us” (Tuan, 1977: 73). 
However, to the extent that technology is used in constructing and/or inhabiting place, 
phenomenological geography distinguishes between “placeness” (pre-conscious 
inhabitance) and “placelessness” (conscious, technologically mediated inhabitance) 
(Relph, 1976: 43-44; cf. ibid. 133).   
 
Drawing on Heidegger’s notion of “dwelling”, based on his reflections on inhabiting 
“a farmhouse in the Black Forest” (1971: 160), Relph associates place with 
environments unselfconsciously made by those living in them (1976: 17-18, 117, 43-
44). Such environments form “an authentic geography … of places which are felt and 
understood for what they are” (ibid.). In contrast, “inauthentic” geography is 
“placeless”: it is (self-consciously) produced for people, through repeating patterns of 
“kitsch and technique” (though “wholly authentic place-experience … has probably 
never occurred”) (ibid. 90, 117, original emphasis). Similarly to Augé’s notion of 
“non-places” (1995), Relph conceptualises “placeless” places as “similar”, in that they 
“not only look alike but feel alike” (ibid. 90). Following Relph, Seamon concludes 
that “technology and mass culture destroy the uniqueness of places and promote 
global homogenisation” (1979: 91). As I noted in Chapter 2, discussing Le 
Corbusier’s architecture, and in Chapter 3, discussing ‘productive’ interactions with 
screen technologies (Spigel, 2005), the use of technology in constructing and 
inhabiting contemporary urban spaces seeks to gain “functional efficiency” (Relph, 
                                                 
51 See, for example, Seamon’s empirical categories of “body ballets” as bodily “movements” involved 
in “a particular task or aim”, which sequentially form “time-space routines” and intersect in particular 
places as “place ballet[s]” (1979: 54-56, original emphases).   
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entirely incompatible with my respondents’ accounts about their very ‘authentic’ 
everyday experiences of inhabiting mediated urban spaces.  
 
I acknowledge that “inauthenticity” may be of “no lower order than authenticity – it is 
simply a different order”, and that the “authentic-inauthentic division” does not 
exhaust all the possible ways of understanding place experiences (Relph, 1976: 132, 
63; cf. Relph, 1996). It is nonetheless important (however self-evident) to ascertain 
that “from immemorial time”, everyday life has been “technologically textured” (Ihde, 
1990: 20, 1, 2, original emphases). In fact, as Bausinger reminds us, “reality consists 
of that which has been mediated both by the media and by other things” (1984: 350; 
cf. Silverstone, 2002), such as language (Giddens, 1991: 43, cf. Giddens 1981: 173). 
In studying the habituation of contemporary urban spaces, we must extend the useful 
assumptions of phenomenological geography with the possibility that  
people have a prereflective knowledge and practical consciousness of – a basic 
contact with or attachment to – media environments, from newspapers and 
television programmes to Internet sites, which are regularly ‘at hand’ in day-
to-day lives (Moores, 2006).  
One further step in engaging with the perspective of phenomenological geography 
would be to reconsider its assumption about place as inherently a stable domain.  
 
Seamon acknowledges that place “requires both regularity and variety, order and 
change” (1980: 163), while Buttimer, similarly, conceptualises place as “a tension 
(orchestration) of stabilising and innovative forces” (1976: 285). However, in a study 
about how passers-by negotiate a sense of stability in spaces constrained by pre-
arranged changeability, I find the tacit presumption that place is stable at its basis (in 
an “ease and flow”, Seamon, 1979: 147), and changed episodically (cf. Cresswell, 
2004: 34; Kusenbach, 2002: 469) insufficient. Exploring mediated cities, we need to 
take into account that place, if not equally for all, is always susceptive to 
“contestation” (Massey, 2005: 154). As I will suggest in Chapter 5, place is bound up 
with a “mix of links and interconnections”  to other places (Massey, 1994:  5; cf. 
Moores, 2003). Returning to the issue of mediation, however transient the encounters 
with the changing urban screen images might seem, we must remember that 
“electronically mediated communication has the potential to transform situation, 
  95interaction and identification” (Moores, 2000: 109). Thus, we must consider struggles 
involved in the place-making of technologically mediated spaces, the appearance of 
which changes permanently, without the choice of their inhabitants.  
 
To summarise, I adopt the assumptions in phenomenological geography that: a) 
experience is constitutive of place, b) pre-reflective (taken-for-granted) knowledge is 
the basis of everyday spatial experiences, and c) the encounter with the change of the 
familiar environment has the potential to make available to conscious reflection the 
pre-conscious components of spatial knowledge. However, interactions with 
representations of other spaces featured within the habituated places can complicate 
(but not rupture) one’s sense of place. As Moores illustrates, in everyday media uses, 
such as online interaction and mobile phone conversations in public space, there is an 
“instantaneous doubling of place” (Moores, 2007: 7, my emphasis; cf. Moores, 2006, 
2004), rather than its annihilation. We thus need to ask how passers-by negotiate their 
sense of place when passing through a location technologically mediated by urban 
screens.  
 
4.3 Research Outline 
As in any qualitative approach to a field as diverse as everyday life, decisions have to 
be made in relation to the necessary “delimitations of the field research – in 
establishing which elements of the (potentially infinite) realm of its ‘context’ is going 
to be relevant to the particular research in hand” (Morley, 1992: 187). Since an 
attempt at mapping the “everywhere-mediated world” (Grossberg, 1988: 385) 
“threatens to be potentially unwieldy and unending” (Radway, 1988: 369), the ‘field’ 
is, by necessity, to be made ‘researchable’. This process will include not only 
focussing on some, rather than other, elements of the “endlessly shifting, ever 
evolving kaleidoscope of daily life” (ibid. 366; cf. Moores, 1993: 10), but also 
considering the possible strengths and limitations of the choices made (Morley, 2006: 
68-86). Instead of negotiating between ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ in available research 
methods, my assumption is that every epistemological position is necessarily a partial 
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52 of which the central 
one in this study is the practice of the passer-by. 
 
I study passers-by’s practices of managing daily encounters with urban screens, as 
articulated in language and materialised in movement and behaviour. However, by 
laying emphasis on the activities of individuals, I do not share a “commitment to 
individualism” with the popular discourses of self-management and Maslowlian self-
realisation (Whittaker, 1992: 196). Rather, I study ‘situated individuals’, to explore 
how, in the situation of encounter, they negotiate their surroundings. Precisely in this 
sense, I draw on Marx’s contention that the individual “can individuate itself only in 
the midst of society” (1973: 84; cf. Marx, 2002: VI).
53 In the situation of encounter, 
communication is “entirely sociological in nature” (Woolfson, 1976: 172). 
Communication is a matter of exchange, a “product of inter-relationship between 
speakers, and its centre of gravity therefore lies outside the individual speaker 
himself” (ibid.; Knorr Cetina, 1981, 1988; Toren, 1996).  
 
To specify, in researching encounters as social situations of communication, I adopt 
Knorr Cetina’s “methodological situationalism” approach, which she developed in her 
notable advancement of interactionist and ethnomethodological concerns with self-
regulatory systems of moral and cognitive micro order (“methodological 
individualism”) (1981). Given the variety of an individual’s “role-based” and 
“dramaturgical” identity rehearsal, as well as the “multiplicity of selves” (cf. Mead, 
1962), “there appears no theoretical justification for taking the individual for granted 
as a simple, elementary unit of social action” (Knorr Cetina, 1981: 16-17). In a study 
of encounters, the “locus of social action” is better explored in the “concrete situation” 
of interaction, which evolves as a “cosmos of its own” (“a reality sui generis”), rather 
than in the individual per se (ibid. 8-9; Knorr Cetina, 1988: 22). It is in “the episode of 
situated interaction (including routine)” that an individual acts as a contextually 
                                                 
52 As Latour (1987) illustrates, research reported from controlled laboratories also involves many 
mechanistic and rhetorical ‘distortions’ of the studied. Questioning the research of everyday life, Geertz 
asks rhetorically “what kind of laboratory is it where none of the parameters are manipulable?” (1993: 
22, original emphasis).  
53 I prefer Marx’s concept, which acknowledges micro-level exchange dynamics, over the Saint 
Simonean conception of individualisme, which evokes, in fear of the “horror of social atomization”, the 
“organic, stable, hierarchically organized, harmonious social order” (Lukes, 1971: 47). See also 
Strathern’s discussion about unproductive dichotomisation of society and individual, whereby “instead 
of sociality being seen as intrinsic to the definition of personhood, ‘society’ is set against ‘the 
individual’” (1996: 64). Compare with Knorr Cetina (1981: 17). 
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emphasis). Writing in phenomenology, Schutz similarly proposes that “the world of 
daily life is by no means my private world but is from the outset an intersubjective 
one” (1962: 312). In that context, the micro-situation of interaction provides “[the] 
circumstances of the acquisition of knowledge”, on which the individual can draw in 
managing future situations (Schutz and Luckmann, 1974: 141). Such knowledge refers 
to a variety of elements in everyday surroundings. 
 
As the sociological studies of senses instruct us, navigating urban space requires one 
to process not only visual, but also aural, olfactory and tactile sense impressions.
54 
Although much of what one may sense in the streets might appear as “clutter and 
cacophony” (Gitlin, 2001: 119), interaction is to be understood chiefly through the 
sense of vision, and whichever other way the participant finds useful in making sense 
of urban screens (see Chapters 6 and 7). While research in auditory cultures such as 
Bull’s foregrounds the fact that “something is being listened to” in urban space (2000: 
14), I assume the same to be true for looking. 
 
What is seen, however, is also far from simple. Researching “ambient television” in 
diverse public settings, McCarthy (2001: 13) encountered  
a clutter of public audio-visual apparatuses that fall, strictly speaking, only 
within the penumbral definition of television: video walls and touch screens, 
coin-operated consoles and projection screens, tape players, cable systems, 
network images, and laser-disc players, to name but a few.  
This is why McCarthy found, as I do, that “it seems so difficult to define the 
[television] medium in straightforward technological terms” (ibid.). While urban 
signage consists not only of electronic screens but also posters and billboards, I 
choose sites with electronic screens and focus on their frequently changing 
appearances as both technological and imagistic forms of spatial change. Within those 
sites, my research will deliberately be inclusive, and dependant on the empirical data. 
I will take into consideration any form of display media – electronic and printed alike 
– that my participants choose to interact with, as useful in passing through the sites in 
                                                 
54 See Zardini (2005), Howes (1996) and Bull and Back (2003) on reading the city with senses other 
than sight. 
  98question. This should also allow us to see how, if at all, passers-by distinguish 
between forms of displays and what such distinctions might say to this study.  
 
In choosing the locations of research I aimed to reflect the contemporary diversity of 
urban screens in everyday urban spaces (advertising, architecture, art). The 
geographical distribution of my cases in London (UK) and Zadar (Croatia) is based on 
practical reasons of accessibility. Traditionally, depth research assumes generating a 
large sum of data, from “a limited number” of participants (Hycner, 1984: 295), which 
is principally determined by the saturation of data with recurring instances (Glaser and 
Strauss, 1967: 45-47, 61-63; cf. Seale, 2004b). I recruited participants
55 from the 
passers-by at the research locations. In the tradition of “theoretical sampling”, I 
invited individuals whose participation I assumed would help the generation of data 
(Byrne, 2004: 186-187; cf. Glaser and Strauss, 1967: 45, 47). Since this is a project 
about everyday encounters with screens, it seemed logical to invite individuals that 
possess everyday experiences of particular sites. However, from the perspective of 
phenomenological geography, that would have meant talking only to “existential 
inside[rs]”, for whom the space is relatively unavailable to conscious reflection 
(Relph, 1976: 49). Thus, I had to extend the sample of respondents by including 
existential ‘outsiders’.  
 
As Relph put it, “from the outside you look upon a place as a traveller might look 
upon a town from a distance; from the inside you … are surrounded by it and part of 
it” (1976: 49). The binary insideness/outsideness presents ends of a continuum. 
“Insideness” can be “behavioural” (“physical presence in a place”), “empathetic” 
(“emotional” ties with a place), “existential” (“unselfconscious commitment to a 
place”), and “vicarious” (experiencing places through “media”) (ibid. 49-55). 
“Outsideness”, on the other hand, ranges from “incidental” (a temporary visit), 
“objective” (places “treated as concepts and locations”), and “existential” (“not 
belonging”) (ibid.). While my data will exemplify all those forms, in the analysis I 
will draw on the more general distinction between ‘insiders’ and ‘outsiders’ (cf. 
Moores, 2007; Moores and Metykova, 2009, 2010). If ‘outsiders’ will reflect on things 
which, for the ‘insiders’, have become a matter of pre-reflective awareness, we will be 
                                                 
55 I will also be referring to them as interviewees and respondents. 
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both.  
 
Finally, by referring to the activities of ‘passers-by’ across different settings, this 
study will inevitably be creating the figure of the ‘passer-by’ itself, and implying what 
it means for one to ‘pass’ as a ‘passer-by’ in the street (see Appendix 4). I 
acknowledge that, as Kasinitz put it, “public spaces … are not spaces in which people 
are free to act in any way they please. Quite the opposite: public places usually have 
their own distinct social rules, norms and dynamics” (1995b: 274; cf. Weintraub, 
1995: 281). As I will indicate in Chapters 5-8, by consequence of researching how one 
negotiates place, I will also be exploring which kinds of actions one assumes as 
‘appropriate’ in public urban space, where pedestrians “learn how to behave” 
(Anderson, 1995: 334). Let me now outline my research procedure. 
 
4.4 Research Methods 
It is now commonplace in audience studies to research “television viewing as a 
complex and contextualised domestic practice” (Morley, 1992: 175). Although the 
dimensions “complex” and “contextualised” are fundamental in this project as well, 
they are by now far more widely accepted than when Morley emphasised them in 
response to the wide-spread de-contextualised ‘eye-ball counting’ practices (ibid. 
174). The additional challenge now is with extending the “domestic”. It still, I would 
argue, designates the site where “the primary involvement with television is created” 
(ibid. 83), but is not any more the only one to be studied. Media audience scholarship 
has been signalling the need to extend the research beyond the home, but has not said 
much about how to do this. Abercrombie and Longhurst, for instance, suggest that, if 
audiences are now “diffused”, the research “should start with particular specific 
localities” (1998: 161), but the authors do not explore interactions with public 
mediations in much further detail.  
 
I would agree with Abercrombie and Longhurst that “methodologies which focus on 
single media [sic] and/or particular types of text seem singularly inappropriate to the 
understanding and mapping of the contemporary mediascape, even as a starting point” 
(1998: 170). Just as Radway (1988) did ten years before them, Abercrombie and 
Longhurst call for “the mapping of the [everyday] mediascape[s]” (1998: 170). 
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empirical operationalisation. I would suggest that this is a consequence of, in Ang’s 
words, a growing awareness of “the limits and limitations of comprehensiveness as an 
epistemological ideal” (1996: 67). While other forms of media consumption, 
especially those home-based, will be implicated in my respondents’ interactions with 
screens, my ambition is not to study the totality of my respondents’ everyday 
activities, but their encounters with screens in urban space. 
 
If willing physical mobility (in a variability of pace and combination with other 
activities, such as waiting) contextualises encounters with urban screens, in the 
passers-by’s mobile viewpoints the screens will appear as coming and going. As 
Lynch noted, “[p]eople observe the city while moving through it” and encounter 
objects in relation to “surroundings” (1960: 47, 1). To study interactions with screens 
in these circumstances, I propose the following three-step procedure: observation, 
‘walking diary’ and interview. By employing a multi-methodological research, I 
pursue triangulation and the internal validation of qualitative data (Seale, 2004c). I 
first observe the site to get a sense of how it is materially designed and which 
everyday activities characterise it as a place. I then give the respondent a voice 
recorder and ask them to produce a ‘walking diary’: they walk their usual route 
through the site and talk about how they interact with their surroundings, not knowing 
that I focus on their encounters with screens (see Appendix 1). Lastly, I listen to the 
recording and do an in-depth interview with the respondent about their encounters 
with the screen (or the screen’s absence from the diary).
56 I consider each step below. 
 
4.4.1 Spatial Analysis 
In each research chapter, I ‘introduce’ the researched site in with a ‘spatial analysis’ 
report, informed by Morin’s model “phenomenographic observation” (2002: 155). 
The researcher strives “to be both panoramic (capturing the whole of the visual field) 
and analytic (distinguishing each element in the visual field)” (ibid.). The resulting 
report takes the form of a “narrative” of notes (if more or less “subjective accounts”), 
which “provides the external eye … with material that can assist in elucidation of the 
observer-phenomenon relationship” (ibid.). My spatial analyses will aim to describe 
                                                 
56 Researching sub-cultures, Zimmerman and Weider (1977) employed a similar combination of 
methods when observations were not feasible, and triangulated the participants’ diaries with interviews. 
  101the distance, scale and size of the screen(s) in relations to other objects that compose 
the site, as well as the screen’s technology, texts and modes of address, and passers-
by’s relations with each other, with the screens, and with the environments concerned.  
 
I will attempt to understand where the particular spatial design and compositions of 
objects in space encourage passers-by to move and look. Although architectural space 
is structured by codes of function (Eco, 1997) and urban space is abundant with 
significations (Barthes, 1997), I do not read urban space merely as text. Urban space is 
lived in complex open-ended sequences of multiple actions, ungraspable as totalities, 
neither spatially (space appears differently from different angles), nor temporally 
(activities in space start before and end after observations). I will, in that sense, report 
about what I witnessed as spatial “texture” (Lefebvre, 1991: 222, my emphasis).  
 
Textures broadly refer us to “a specific or indefinite multiplicity of meanings” 
negotiated through “dialogues” between objects and subjects (Lefebvre, 1991: 222, 
224). I read space as something “produced before being read”, and also not as 
something “produced in order to be read or grasped, but rather in order to be lived” 
(ibid. 143, original emphasis). However, I do not entirely agree with Lefebvre that 
“activity in space” is merely “restricted by that space” (ibid. 143). In London’s Old 
Street, for instance, the fence prevents one from crossing the street, but it does not 
make it impossible for the walker to lean on it (and gaze at the screen), or sit on it, or 
even, as witnessed in observations, to urinate on it. Lefebvre rightly emphasised that 
space “implies a certain order … [by] prescribing or proscribing gestures, routes and 
distances to be covered” (ibid. 143). However, I will opt for a more ‘open’ sense of 
space, one “produced” not only as “lived obedience”, or merely as a mix of “dos and 
don’ts” (ibid. 142, 143).  
 
As Eco suggested, “architecture fluctuates between being rather coercive, implying 
that you will live in such and such a way with it, and rather indifferent, letting you use 
it as you see fit” (1997: 196; cf. Rapoport, 1987: 83). This is to acknowledge that 
passers-by “practice” space (de Certeau, 1984) in different ways, but that space will 
always, to some extent, also limit the range of possible practices, by way of its 
organisation. As Morley and Silverstone remind us, “[t]here is a difference between 
power over a text and power over an agenda” (1992: 203). On the other hand, while 
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maintain that urban screens are better understood both as “signs” and as “restrictions”: 
screens occupy space and invite particular forms of behaviour (glancing, pausing), 
but, what they project are, by definition, texts. To wrap up, I consider space a 
significant element of interaction – the sum total of immediate surroundings (of those 
co-present both physically and virtually).
57 In the ‘spatial analysis’ I will attempt to 
identify which dimensions of immediate surroundings serve the respondents best in 
(not) interacting with a screen. 
 
Drawing on McCarthy (2001), I will differentiate between the position of the screen in 
the site, the scale at which the screen appears in relation to other objects, and the size 
of the interface, as three key spatial dimensions of how urban screens are incorporated 
in different sites. To understand how the screen designers attempt to strike 
conversations with their incidental viewers, I will also consider the screen’s modes of 
address (as discussed in Chapter 2). I follow McCarthy’s urge to explore “the physical 
position [that the screen] occupies within a space”, because the position of the screen 
suggests “the spectator positions” that those who are “within eye- and earshot of a 
particular screen … are encouraged to occupy” (2001: 118, 119, my emphasis). While 
McCarthy focussed primarily on the screen’s “physical relationship to other signs and 
objects” (ibid. 119), my focus on the activities of passers-by requires me to consider 
the variety of positions at which the screen is visible and viewable.  
 
Having considered space and screens, I must also take into account how bodies 
interact with each other. Following Low, I see the inhabited space as “embodied 
space”, a “material and spatial form” (2003: 10, 11).
58 Moving through the city, 
“pedestrians can twist, duck, bend, and turn sharply, and therefore … can safely count 
on being able to extricate themselves in the last few milliseconds before impending 
impact [with an approaching other]” (Goffman, 1972: 28). While street life might 
initially seem chaotic, in the prolonged observation, it reveals itself, to an extent, as 
patterned. According to Lefebvre, pedestrian activities in the streets can be grasped as 
series of daily, nightly, weekly and seasonal rhythms (1996b).  
                                                 
57 Karin Knorr Cetina, personal communication, Goldsmiths College, 6 May 2010. 
58 See, for instance, Raynsford’s (1996: 2, 12, 11) study of the architectural interior of New York’s 
Grand Central Station, dominated by “a system of ramps, gates, and concourses, but also by the 
numerous clocks”, as part of the attempt of a “mechanized rationality” to manage the fluctuation of 
bodies as “unindividuated clusters” of passengers.  
  103Lefebvre’s “rhythmanalysis” distinguishes between the “cyclical” rhythms of 
workers’, school children’s and tourists’ passages, and the “linear” rhythms of 
“chance and encounters” (1996b: 221, 222; cf. Lefebvre and Régulier, 1996: 228).
59 
Rhythmanalysis should help us understand not only such “incessant permutations” of 
stasis and movement (Hägerstrand, 1982: 323), but also the shared patterns of 
behaviour at the sites in question (cf. Garfinkel, 1984: 41). Let me illustrate. When 
passing through London’s Old Street Roundabout quickly and straightforwardly 
during workdays, passers-by discursively partake in the relatively stable appearance of 
the roundabout as a busy site. To those at the screen-place in Zadar, it is perfectly 
‘normal’, without discussing it with others, to lie, dance, or jump on the illuminated 
floor. From the perspective of Garfinkel’s studies of micro-social order, both 
examples refer to practices through which people render “commonplace activities of 
everyday life recognisable as familiar” (1984: 9, original emphasis). Thus, I will 
assume in my observations that “witnessed settings have … an accomplished 
familiarity”, and that what I note is for those whose activities I explore, 
“unproblematic”: “known vaguely” and “done skilfully” (ibid. 9-10).  
 
To summarise, the data collected in observations will inform my interviews and my 
analyses of diaries, and will help me to triangulate the data collected in interviews and 
diaries. I will also support my accounts, where possible, with photographs, as 
subsidiary illustrations.
60 In the following two sections I consider the remaining two 
steps in my research procedure, the walking diary and the interview. 
 
4.4.2 The Uses of Psychogeography: ‘Walking Diaries’ 
European avant-garde artists assembled by Guy Debord in a group called “the 
Situationist International” inaugurated psychogeography, the practice of reflecting on 
urban space by documenting the experiences of passing through. Though imagined 
                                                 
59 Compare with Hägerstrand’s concept of environments as “space-time” fields, “traversed by 
‘trajectories’” pre-existing any analysis (1975: 7; cf. Hägerstrand, 1978). Contrast this with advertisers’ 
conception of mobile urban customers “as ratios of traffic flow” (McCarthy, 2001: 102-104). See 
Chapter 5. 
60 Since the “ephemeral” screen-mediation is often found to be “eluding sustained attention”, McCarthy 
found photography “a particularly useful research tool” (2001: 158). The limitation, for me, in relying 
on photography for anything more than illustration, is its double logic of factuality and representation 
(Harper, 2005: 748, 749). 
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want to mobilise psychogeography as a research tool.  
 
Stated concisely, we can note that various European avant-garde artists and 
philosophers found pre-1968 Paris a fertile ground for political interrogations of urban 
spatial arrangements (Coverley, 2006: 23). The Situationists took as their grand goal 
setting the world free of capitalist exploitation (ibid. 82). Their programme entailed 
restructuring the city, by tearing down the relics of Haussmann’s urban re-design. 
Unlike Hassumann, who took a bird’s eye-view, the Situationists envisioned a city 
from the pedestrian vantage point, but like Hassumann, before any action, the 
Situationists required preparatory research, that is, mapping the existing territories.  
 
The Situationists called their mapping device psychogeography. It was to be practiced 
and analysed in combination with map collages (détournement) and urban drifts 
(dérive) (Coverley, 2006: 23, 82-83). In the words of its ideological flag bearer 
Debord, psychogeography connoted “the study of the specific effects of the 
geographical environment (whether consciously organised or not) on the emotions and 
behaviour of individuals” (Situationist International, 2006: 52).
61 The participants 
were instructed to let themselves “be drawn by the attractions of the terrain” and then 
to reflect on them (Debord, 2006b: 62).
62 Such ‘scans’ of space were meant to 
illustrate “particular moods and ambiences” of the visited sites and, in turn, inform 
plans for re-design (places mapped by unfavourable feelings had to be transformed) 
(Coverley, 2006: 96). The goal was the production of a “new urban environment that 
both reflects and facilitates the desires of the inhabitants”, by creating so-called 
“emotional zones” (ibid. 89, 90).  
 
However, as Coverley argues, the problem was in making psychogeography a 
research method, and “a great deal of legwork was expended for little obvious reward” 
(2006: 24-25). In contrast to my intention, Debord’s objective was principally 
political, and the realisation artistic. The analyses of phsychogeographic accounts 
were meant to be, as Debord put it, “analogous to the blending of pure chemicals in an 
                                                 
61 Etymologically, the term conflates psychology and geography (Coverley, 2006: 10) and it also 
appears in specialist studies in psychoanalysis as “spatial representation” through symbolism (Stein, 
1987: 15; Stein and Niederland, 1989), with no reference to the Situationists.  
62 In a similar vein, “Mass Observation” projects in the UK collected practitioners’ auto-ethnographic 
diaries of everyday activities in the streets. See Calder and Sheridan (1985). 
  105infinite number of mixtures” (2006a: 10). On the other hand, the significance of 
psychogeography, like many other avant-garde and surrealist practices of the time, 
was that “in negotiating the experience of everyday life [it] never claims to exhaust it” 
(Highmore, 2008: 84; cf. Kaufmann, 2008: 95). I propose to make use of 
psychogeography in this project as a research method. Focussing less on the ‘psyche’ 
and more on spatial experiences, I will call the technique ‘walking diary’: a record 
(made by talking into a microphone) of interactions with the environment, as 
experienced while passing through. In analysing the diaries my aim is to get some 
sense of what participants deem significant in their surroundings. As one respondent 
put it in the pilot research, reflecting on his experience of producing a ‘walking diary’, 
“you don’t normally comment on everything you see. But you do speak to yourself as 
you walk around, and that’s what I was trying to [note]. What I’m saying to myself as 
I’m walking around”. 
  
However, as with any other research method, producing the diary in this project was a 
particular social situation from which particular kinds of data emerged. At all sites 
participants ascertained that, to some extent, producing the diaries conflicted with 
their routines, studied through the diary itself: participants do not usually speak into a 
microphone about their experiences as they move around. Producing a ‘walking diary’ 
not only recorded walking, but also re-invented it as recorded walking. Participants 
repeatedly pointed out that they would usually merely glance at the screen, but also 
not verbalise the glance. They sometimes felt “a bit weird” producing the diary in the 
presence of unknown others, or “looked around more [than usually]” and wondered 
whether they were “saying the right thing”. I find these instances an unavoidable 
limitation of data collected in actual social situations that are being studied.  
 
In fact, although much of what happens in the researched situations is “potentially 
available for attention, most of it will remain unnoticed” (Knorr Cetina, 1981: 11, 
original emphasis). Participants reported that they were “choosing” what to note from 
the multitude of happenings in the street. Furthermore, they were asked to restrict the 
recording to almost immediately before and shortly after passing through the area of 
research. This was necessary, since “social situations may not have a natural 
beginning and an end, thus forcing the researcher to choose an arbitrary cutting point” 
(ibid.). As a form of a personal narrative, the diary could further be criticised for 
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research (Plummer, 2001: 12). I use diaries for far more traditional reasons of 
studying the subjects in their natural settings, “during interaction” (Knorr Cetina, 
1981: 14), and triangulating the data obtained from interviews and observations. 
 
In their diary a respondent will not only record their encounter with a screen, but will 
also document the passage itself as an episode in their continually developing 
familiarity with the space. In this context, I will read the diary as a double testimony. 
The respondent will record how they manage the situation of passing through, and 
what other previous knowledge they might have of the place and of those or similar 
objects and situations. As Schutz reminds us, “[o]ur knowledge of an object, at a 
certain moment, is nothing else than the sediment of previous mental processes by 
which it has been constituted” (1969: 34). If those sedimentations are less available 
for immediate reflection in the known than in the unknown environments, in analysing 
the diaries, I will be paying equal attention to both the utterances and silences, which I 
will seek to further explore through interviews. 
 
4.4.3 Doing Interviews 
The principal method of research in this project is the interview. The interview has 
supplied myriad investigations with “witness accounts about settings and events in the 
social world” (Hammersley, 2006: 9; cf. Byrne, 2004: 182). In contrast to pre-
structured interviews that tend to relatively pre-determine the range of responses 
(Byrne, 2004), the interviews employed here are in-depth, unstructured 
conversations,
63 loosely anchored around themes such as spatial routines and 
interactions with screens, as well as the more particular thematic areas emerging from 
diaries and observations at particular sites. Taking advantage of the interview as an 
ethnographic tool (Hammersley and Atkinson, 2007: 3) requires noting not only what 
the respondents say, but also how they say it (Hammersley, 2006: 9; Groenewald, 
2004). As Holland and Ramazanoglu remind us (1994: 141), “body language, non-
verbal exchanges, distress and laughter are all part of that interchange” and can help 
us better understand the spoken word.  
                                                 
63 I acknowledge that “there is no such thing as a totally unstructured interview”, since asking questions 
with the research goals in mind already implies “some structure” (Jones, 1985: 47). In the case of 
unstructured interviews, “although we are tied to our own frameworks, we are not totally tied up by 
them” (ibid.).  
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useful in providing some invaluable access to the experiences of respondents, 
interviews are also social situations themselves. I will thus be providing some 
additional information about “how and where the [collected] stories are produced” 
(Miller and Glassner, 1997:  111, cf. Byrne, 2004: 184). Kusenbach’s 
phenomenological research of neighbourhood life in Hollywood found that the 
interview  per se is insufficient, because it removes the participants from the 
environments in which the studied activities take place, especially when the focus is 
on “the spatial footing of experience” (2003: 459). Should the respondents not be 
observed doing what they are describing as they are being interviewed, the researcher 
may “miss out on those themes that do not lend themselves to narrative accounting, 
such as the pre-reflective knowledge and practices of the body, or the most trivial 
details of day-to-day environmental experience” (ibid. 462). Kusenbach attempted to 
research such experiences by doing “go-along ethnography”, whereby “fieldworkers 
accompany individual informants on their ‘natural’ outings” (ibid. 463). She 
developed this innovative method for purposes of exploring a communal life that 
bursts with overt forms of interaction. In my pilot research, observing participants 
producing diaries was counter-productive, because participants either felt intimidated 
or distracted (see Appendix 2). I interview my respondents right after they complete 
their diaries, next to the screen (in Old Street, Gillett Square and Zadar), or in a nearby 
café (in the case of LU). To conclude, I expect the interview to help me understand 
issues arising from the respondent’s diary and my ‘spatial analysis’. However, my 
three-step research procedure will slightly change as it travels across different sites. 
 
4.5 Methodological Site-Specificity 
Any attempt to understand interactions with urban screens must begin with a thorough 
consideration of the screen’s “site-specificity” (McCarthy, 2001). As McCarthy 
instructs us, “location plays a central role in the way institutional actors and everyday 
subjects interpret screen images” (2001: 226). Since we are interested in how people 
interact with screens in particular spaces, “we must expect that the way we pose and 
answer this question will differ from place to place” (ibid. 20). If space and activities 
in that space are tightly knit together in a dialogue of confirmation and opposition, 
then how I researched encounters with urban screens also had to change in particular 
places. Accordingly, my data does not only describe interactions, but also how the 
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site specific, and, at the same time, to prevent the myriad potentially relevant aspects 
leading the research astray, I had to think in terms of methodological site-specificity. It 
emerged in this project as a way of researching the same set of practices in a variety of 
fields, in which different site-specific elements of interaction required employing a 
particular method. 
 
For example, encounters with the screen in London’s Old Street happen in brief 
passages. Transience is not merely one contextual aspect, but the essential 
characteristic of encounters with the screen there, which I illustrated by also counting 
the people passing by and glancing at the screen. The promenade in Zadar is a place of 
mingling, and researching interactions with the screen inserted in the pavement 
required me to expand my research procedure with participant observation. In the 
closely monitored space of the LU I could only explore passengers’ activities with 
covert participation. To sum up, studying multi-locational media consumption 
requires us to be both rigid in keeping within the set research framework, and flexible, 
in order to learn from the specificities of the locales, while constantly monitoring how 
useful the changes in methods can be for the objectives of the project. 
 
4.6 Analysis 
To illustrate the standpoint I take in my analysis, I draw on Morley’s approach 
pioneered in researching the activity of decoding in the context of news viewing and 
mediations of ideologies, whereby “the relation of an audience to the ideological 
operations of television remains in principle an empirical question” (1980: 162). As 
Ang suggests, this “key strategic position in the study of media audiences” (1996: 35) 
brings to our attention the fact that: 
it is not the search for (objective, scientific) Truth in which the researcher is 
engaged, but the construction of interpretations, of certain ways of 
understanding the world, always historically located, subjective and relative 
(ibid. 46). 
Ang argues that in studying audiences’ activities we are “drawing on what we can 
perceive and experience in everyday settings”, which inevitably leaves the lived 
practices as something which is “always more complicated and diversified than our 
theories can represent” (ibid., my emphasis). Although generating “inherently partial” 
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(Clifford, 1986: 7, original emphasis), my findings will be “grounded” in empirical 
data (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; cf. Seale, 2004b). I find the ‘grounded research’ 
approach especially helpful in exploring a topic that has not been widely researched 
before.  
 
In the analysis, I chose “open coding” (Seale, 2004b; cf. Seale, 2004a) as the most 
suitable technique for “reduc[ing] the data to manageable proportions” (Coffey and 
Atkinson, 1996: 28, 30) and identifying indicative patterns (Hycner, 1985: 280). My 
emphasis on particular instances recorded in the field will be informed by the 
significance of their “properties” and “subproperties” (as “characteristics of a 
phenomenon”), as well as the presence of “negative instances” (Strauss and Corbin, 
1990: 70-71; cf. Seale, 2004d). This perhaps technical apparatus is my basic toolkit in 
offering what Geertz notably discussed as the “thick description” of culture, which 
“consists in trying to rescue the “said” … from its perishing occasions and fix it in 
persuadable terms” (1993: 7, 20).  
 
Researchers in phenomenological geography have sought to provide research reports 
based on “patterns which transcend specific empirical contexts and point to the 
essential human condition” (Seamon, 1980: 149). Rather, I will draw on cultural 
specificities. As Moores suggests, “universalism or essentialism ought not to be seen 
as an inevitable characteristic of phenomenological inquiry” (2007: 12). In fact, “a 
concern with difference” would better allow us to document “human experiences in 
their specificity and diversity” (ibid.). Thus, I adopt Moores’ conception of lifeworlds 
in the plural, and seek to understand “the existence of multiple, socially differentiated 
lifeworlds” in specific cultural settings (2007: 13). As I pointed out earlier, I will 
analyse utterances as testimonies to the situated interactions, as “determined by the 
actual conditions of … the immediate social situation” of communication (Vološinov, 
1973: 85, original emphasis). My concluding remarks will be based on “the linkage[s] 
between the happenings of diverse micro-situations”, which “appear only to exist in 
virtue of other such situations”, that is, “relationally, by reference to other [ones]” 
(Knorr Cetina, 1981: 28, 31, original emphasis; cf. Cicourel, 1981). Enquiring about 
passers-by’s everyday existence raises questions of ethics. 
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Our curiosity about the audience is never innocent. 
(Ang, 1996: 66) 
 
Following Hammersley and Traianou (2007), Punch (1994), and Ali and Kelly (2004: 
116-127), I seek to comply with key ethical norms in qualitative research, including: 
-  obtaining informed consents from the participants,  
-  preserving participants’ anonymity and respecting their privacy, 
-  securing equity amongst any possible participants on all merits, 
-  assuring that no harm is done to the participants during the research,  
-  clarifying  reciprocity (participants will not be offered financial 
compensation for the time given up for the research). 
There is an issue of trust in my procedure. I give the participant minimal introductory 
detail about the focus of the research. Before the participant creates the diary, I merely 
tell them that I research how people experience urban environments, rather than how 
people interact with urban screens. I find this a necessary form of dishonesty, in order 
to see how and whether the participants notice screens at all. However, I make it clear 
to the participant at the outset that in analysing their diaries I would focus on their 
reference to a particular object, which is ordinary, inoffensive and harmless, and that I 
would ‘reveal’ that object in the interview. 
 
As I stressed earlier, the interview situation is largely “a social relationship”, whereby 
the researcher “unwittingly” tends to induce “always slightly arbitrary intrusion” 
(Bourdieu, 1999: 608, original emphasis).
64 Phenomenological geography has tended 
to treat as unproblematic the fact that the researcher profits from the “dialogue” by 
getting to know the subject matter, while “for the researched the change [of 
perspective] is in terms of a reflective deepening of understanding of his [sic] own 
living in one of its aspects” (von Eckartsberg, 1971: 78). I question the assumption 
that ‘estranging’ the everyday need necessarily be beneficial for both parties.
65 As 
Giddens suggests, “ontological security” is premised on suspending conscious 
reflection on what forms “the ‘natural attitude’ in everyday life” (1991: 36). The 
                                                 
64 Morin’s practical suggestion is to attempt an “optimal relationship” of being “both practitioner and 
friend” (2002: 157, cf. Davis, 2007). Contrast with Atkinson and Silverman’s comment that interviews 
inevitably ‘invent’, rather than ‘uncover’ the ‘self’ (1997: 321-322). See also Rabinow and Sullivan 
(1987) and Law (2004: 2-7). 
65 See also Zylinska (2005). 
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danger of uncovering it is in disturbing it: “[o]n the other side of what might appear to 
be quite trivial aspects of day-to-day action and discourse, chaos lurks. And this chaos 
is not just disorganisation, but the loss of a sense of the reality of things” (ibid.). This 
is why some of my participants consciously maintained simplicity in their responses. 
Their wilful reluctance to prolonged reflection also supported the pleasures of 
interaction: knowing less about the technological manufacture of images safeguarded 
a pleasurable imagination of a “dreamy” and “nicer looking” space.  
 
Nevertheless, although the ‘walking diaries’ and interviews are extra-ordinary 
activities for the respondents, such occasions of reflection may also be found in other 
everyday situations, such as informal chats or intimate spurs of curiosity. I emphasise 
this tentative similarity between ‘ordinary’ (everyday) and ‘extra-ordinary’ (research) 
situations to suggest that the ethical injunction thus raised is one necessary aspect of 
research in this project. To conclude, I take up Bourdieu’s (however idealist) 
suggestion that researchers should try, to whichever degree, to interact with their 
respondents by  
imagin[ing] themselves in the place occupied by their objects … and thus … to 
understand that if they were in their shoes they would doubtless be and think 
just like them (1999: 626). 
The research situation will bring together my relative ‘outsideness’ from, and the 
respondent’s relative ‘insideness’ in a particular place, in an agreed attempt to make 
sense of the spatial world we share. My ‘field’ research in four different settings will 
be guided by the broad commitment of social science research, as pronounced in the 
context of phenomenological geography, “to bring our ways of knowing into closer 
harmony with our ways of being in the world” (Buttimer, 1976: 280). I begin to 
present my data in the following, Chapter 5, with an examination of transient passing 
by a screen in a footway in London’s Old Street Roundabout, and continue in Chapter 
6 with an exploration of encounters with screens in daily commute in the LU. In 
Chapter 7 I focus on the practices of negotiating the presence of an immersive screen 
in the space of promenading, and end the presentation of my empirical research in 
Chapter 8 by exploring the experience of encountering an unfamiliar artistic 
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I didn’t really do anything with it. I only looked at it. 
(Dennis) 
 
In this chapter I explore interactions with a news and advertisements screen that faces 
passers-by in a footway in London’s Old Street Roundabout. As the epigraph 
suggests, interactions with the screen have become so habitual as to be claimed as 
non-existent. However, triangulation of data derived from observations, diaries and 
interviews suggests that while moving through the environment of diverse quickly 
changing stimuli (lights, traffic, passing others, weather) passers-by endeavour to 
‘remove’ the screen to the background of their attention. Although seen in countless 
brief passages as relatively uninterested, passers-by are sophisticated ‘walkers-
viewers’, who draw on their knowledge of the screen in negotiating the footway as 
their everyday space and tactically repurposing the screen. 
 
Passers-by respond to the screen’s repeated invitations to communication, by 
appropriating it as useful in managing the situation of passing through (avoiding 
communications with others, focussing thoughts and ‘escaping’ the place). They 
‘cope’ with the screen’s presence in their everyday space by making their situational 
uses of the screen a reliable routine. Acquiring further knowledge about how the 
screen works allows passers-by to read the continual flow of brief still images as an 
expected feature of the screen’s familiar presence, and to assign the screen the status 
of a taken-for-granted piece of street furniture. However, knowing that the sequences 
of images periodically change requires regular passers-by to keep ‘checking’ how that 
portion of their everyday space (the footway) changes. So their domestication of the 
familiar interface continues as part of their everyday passages through the roundabout. 
 
After describing the site and the situations in which I saw passers-by interacting with 
the screen, I consider walking as a particular experience of interacting with urban 
space, which principally contextualises the encounters with the screen. I then give 
some attention to the ethnomethods of managing the stimuli in this busy environment: 
namely the blasé-like shielding from stimuli (“tunnel vision”) and the flâneur-type 
pleasurable interaction with the surroundings (‘walking-viewing’). It is in relation to 
those shifting modes of attention that passers-by develop their situational uses of the 
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may appear to materially dominate the corner of the footway, its presence in the 
passers-by’s mobile horizons is far more varied. Passers-by ‘tame’ the screen by 
strategically glancing at it from distances at which it seems much smaller, and by 
relating their brief encounters with that screen to encounters with other kinds of street 
signage. Lastly, I discuss how ‘insiders’ (both the passers-by who live in the area or 
work there, and residents, who can see the screen from their homes next to the screen) 
negotiate its lasting presence in their lifeworlds. While passers-by domesticate the 
screen as a useful companion to their everyday walking through the roundabout, 
residents include it in their lifeworlds as a ‘neighbourly’ item, by attributing to it their 
desires about cleanliness, security and the technological ‘progress’ of the place. The 
screen, however, keeps changing its series of images and requires passers-by and 
residents to keep “checking” what the screen in the familiar corner is showing so as to 
‘maintain’ the screen as domesticated.  
 
5.2 Methodological Site-Specificity  
I applied the basic procedure of spatial analysis, ‘walking diaries’, and depth-
interviews fully (as outlined in Chapter 4). In order to better contextualise my 
interviewees’ responses about interaction, I explored the transitory character of the 
space and focussed my observations on the rhythmic succession of encounters. I 
extended my observations with counts of passages and glances at the screen (see 
Appendix 3), and participant observations of residents who live next to the screen. 
Before presenting this data, let me first briefly reflect on some challenges and 
limitations of my research in the roundabout. 
 
When Lefebvre was developing the practice of “rhythmanalysis” of pedestrian 
passages, he found it “necessary to situate oneself simultaneously inside and outside 
[the studied place]” (2004: 27), as in any form of ethnographic research (Hammersley 
and Atkinson, 2007). Lefebvre observed “a junction in Paris” from a window (2004: 
27). The position available to me was one of a pedestrian. I stood by the fence of the 
east entrance to the LU station, where I had the best view of the footway (Fig. 15). 
However, documenting attention through observation was a matter of interpretation. I 
cannot claim with full certainty that everyone I saw looking toward the screen, 
actually interacted with it. Silent faces hid personal agendas. For instance, when I 
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environment, they said they “haven’t seen the screen. You see, we just got off the train 
after a very long trip, haven’t slept properly for two days, we’re barely walking, like 
two zombies!” 
 
Fig. 15: Location of observation 
 
Some stood near me waiting for someone. I acted as if I was doing the same. 
However, seeing me facing them prevented some passers-by from looking at the 
screen. Some turned behind to check whom or what I was looking at, if it was not 
them. Nonetheless, some glanced at me, but still had time to also look at the screen. 
As Lefebvre noted, “you take part in events as and when they happen” (2004: 81). I 
had to move away when people were fighting or getting arrested. At other occasions I 
had to take time to explain I was being busy (while seen doing nothing in particular) 
to people who were asking me for directions.  
 
I recruited all, except one,
67 of the twelve passers-by who participated in the research 
fully, in the street (see Appendix 4). All traverse the spot at least three times a week, 
and consider the spot as part of their neighbourhood. They are (by name, age, and 
years of residence, which I state to signal their relative ‘insideness’ and ‘outsideness’): 
Kenneth (45/45), Nathan (30/30), Patrick (33/8), Robert (51/20), Nora (32/15), Elaine 
(47/10), Dennis (32/6), Veronica (31/5), Brian (34/5), Paul (32/2), Rebecca (Paul’s 
partner, in a joint interview) (33/2), and Laura (29/just arrived).
68  
 
In preparation for the diaries, I instructed the participants to cross from one side of the 
roundabout to the other by taking the path they usually take. In all cases they passed 
by the screen from the western or the northern part of the roundabout. While 
producing diaries, the participants were in the traffic. Nora felt she “couldn’t comment 
on everything”, because she could not at all points “just stop and talk”. Others felt that 
                                                 
67 I met Kenneth through the Old Street’s “Wenlake” Estate Office. I am grateful for their assistance. 
68 See further information about participants in Appendix 5. 
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unavoidable limitations of situating the research in the studied activity. One other site-
specific circumstance was the time of research. The predominantly warm and sunny 
May and August (2009) may have provided a potentially different context from more 
cold and rainy winter months.  
 
I approached the residents with letters slid under their doors (see Appendix 6). Not 
one responded. Having noticed that residents glance at the screen while entering and 
exiting the estate, the only way to learn something about their routines was to wait by 
the gates and attempt casual chats. The approach worked not only with the residents 
(R), but also with other passers-by (P) (see Appendix 7). Both groups of respondents 
participated only in interviews, and immediately knew my focus was the screen.  
 
5.3 Spatial Analysis  
In the eastern corner of the Old Street Roundabout, an electronic image panel stands 
attached to a building (the LU’s electricity generator, Fig. 16). The screen is 
positioned in the corner of a footway that connects business and residential areas of 
City Road and Old Street.  
 
Fig. 16: The Screen 
 
Coming from the western part of Old Street, one passes through a newly renovated 
plaza. The screen is discernable through the trees (on the left of Fig. 17). The 
roundabout is surrounded by tall modern steel and glass buildings, while its centre is 
dominated by a rectangular billboard ‘sculpture’ (Fig. 18).  
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                         Fig. 17: In the plaza                                           Fig. 18: The ‘billboard sculpture’ 
 
Passers-by’s movement through the roundabout (west to east) is regulated by two 
traffic lights. At the pedestrian crossing another print billboard is also visible in the 
north-eastern corner (left on Fig. 19).  
   
Fig. 19: Crossroads    
 
The footway begins in the north-eastern part of the roundabout and continues next to 
the gates of the residential estate on the left, and a backlit poster on the right side of 
the passage (Fig. 20).                                                                
       
Fig. 20: In the footway 
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Street continues towards Shoreditch, known for a “thriving night life” (Old Street 
Facts, 2009).  
 
Fig. 21: In the corner 
 
On 18m² of display surface, the screen features news and advertisements in still 
images. The screen “owner” (Cronin, 2010: 10) the “JCDecaux” company, rented the 
wall, to install the screen and re-rent its surface to their clients. The electronic screen 
is in the company’s online catalogue of “products” promoted to advertisers who seek 
to address multiple audiences: walkers, cyclists, bus passengers and car drivers 
(JCDecaux, 2009b). As the company suggests, quoting a “gadget enthusiast 25-30 
years”: “this is a prime advertising spot for people you want to get hold of, whatever 
time of the day, whatever mood they’re in, it can be geared towards whatever they 
might want to see at that time” (ibid., my emphases). In contrast to the 
undifferentiated ‘whatever’ rhetoric, my research suggests that there is a far more 
complex reality in the footway. 
 
The company highlights that the screen “fit[s] in with the cityscape”, complying in 
fact, with the UK Town and Country Planning Act (1990). Its “Control of 
Advertising” regulations request special care be taken of “the effect upon visual and 
aural amenity in the immediate neighbourhood … where passers-by, or people living 
there, will be aware of the advertisement” (Guide for Advertisers, 2007: 17). “The 
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buildings” of cultural heritage, but is acceptable “where there are large buildings and 
main highways, for example in an industrial or commercial area of a major city” 
(ibid.). The screen must “be kept clean and tidy” and “not obscure” road signs (ibid. 
5). The presentation of still, rather than moving, images is also a matter of meeting the 
regulations. The problem with “animation” might be a “possible confusion with any 
traffic sign or signal, or possible interference with a navigational light or aerial 
beacon” (ibid. 16, 28). While the screen must not “be so distracting or so confusing 
that it creates a hazard for, or endangers, people”, it will be “assume[d] that all 
advertisements are intended to attract people’s attention” (ibid.). Everyday encounters 
with the screen – as long as they turn out being ‘inconsequential’, that is, without 
being part of a traffic accident – are deemed unproblematic. The seeming 
insignificance of everyday encounters conceals the fact that glancing at the screen is 
an event of media consumption. 
 
The roundabout is one of more than a dozen such high traffic spots that “JCDecaux” 
‘mapped’ as “Prime Locations”, those “in central London … with distribution on 
major roads” (JCDecaux, 2009b). As the company’s executive David Lambert told 
me, they chose the roundabout on the basis of satisfactorily high counts of those who 
pass by.
69 Until three years ago, the company displayed (print) billboards there, and 
then installed the electronic screen for practical reasons of changing images frequently 
from a remote location. The company opted for brief ‘slides’, perceiving the site as 
transitory, but keeps the screen on constantly, with equally lasting images (9 seconds), 
regardless of the changing densities of passers-by. In the promotional material the 
screen is presented as a clear and distinguished spot on the busy roads (Fig. 22).
70  
                                                 
69 The company pre-conditioned sharing the figures with me with getting full access to this project, an 
offer I did not accept.  
70 The company’s presentation of their ‘clean’ digital technology as overshadowing the ‘messy’ reality 
of the street uses the vocabulary of the national government’s promotion of the Old Street area as a 
“Silicon Roundabout”. Although it has remained materially entirely unchanged, the roundabout has 
been heralded as “a major nexus of hi-tech innovation”, attractive to international IT business 
companies (Hackneytoday, 2010). 
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Fig. 22: Urban “Prime Time”
71   
(Source: http://www.jcdecaux.co.uk/products/primetime/) 
 
London is a megalopolis constructed organically as a composite of many smaller 
towns. The Old Street Roundabout, one of the busiest junctions in England, and the 
most polluted site in the country (Guardian, 2009), connects East and Central 
London.
72 The space, ‘worn’ by traffic since its construction in the 1960s,
73 pulsates 
with a busy mix of strolling, rushing and wandering.  
 
In order to provide an integral view of the seemingly chaotic passages, and to sketch 
some patterns of circumstances that inform (non)interaction, I counted the passages, 
across one week, in five time slots per day (see Appendix 3). The counts suggest that 
rhythms change according to the diurnal exchanges of work and leisure: most people 
pass by in the early morning and late afternoon in the workday, and at midday and late 
night on weekends. The overall majority of passers-by counted did not look at the 
screen. Of those who gazed at it, not one person stopped to look at the screen longer 
than it takes to pass through.  
 
Non-interactions with the screen were principally characterised by interactions with 
personal things or others in close surroundings. On workday mornings passers-by 
were busy rushing, checking time on their watches,
74 or talking on mobile phones. 
Those walking casually with friends, walking their dogs, running to catch the bus or 
the underground train, jogging, or carrying something, were also less likely to look at 
                                                 
71 The brochure does not include an image of the Old Street Roundabout. 
72 The Old Street Roundabout (a place with very little trace in the written history of the area) exists as a 
sort of topographical phantom between two boroughs, as if managed by neither of them. In my 
interview, Islington Council was unsure whether the screen was in their territory, while, even after 
seeing my images of the screen, Hackney Council claimed they were unaware that the screen existed 
there, and particularly whether it had a permit. 
73 Adam Hart, personal communication, Gillett Square, November 2009. 
74 There is also a small digital clock adjacent to the screen, which did not work at the time of research. 
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LU exit (one lady even held the newspapers wide open as she walked past the screen). 
Those waiting under the screen tended to face the roundabout, rather than the screen. 
Tourists, recognisable by their looking at maps, or wandering around with suitcases, 
never looked at the screen.  
 
One is never alone when in the street. This empirical “social fact” (Durkheim, 1982) 
about the corner in Old Street is in agreement with my conceptual assumptions about 
communication as inherently social (cf. Vološinov, 1973). Passers-by tend not to look 
at the screen when they see someone coming from the opposite direction, or when 
checking if someone is standing inside the corner (similar to a car driver’s blind spot). 
Approximately every 10 minutes a mini ‘throng’ of about dozen walkers, who got off 
a bus, ‘splashes’ through the passage. Only the person walking at the front (an 
incidental leader) may give the screen a glance, as if clearing the path for those 
behind, who are busy minding their way whilst in the busy bodily formation (Fig. 23).  
 
Fig 23: A ‘throng’ 
 
Viewing the screen in Old Street is also contingent upon the atmospheric conditions. 
In the afternoon, the setting sun hits the surface directly, which makes it harder to read 
the images. In the early morning, the sun shines from behind the screen so brightly 
that passers-by look away (Fig. 24).  
 
Fig. 24: Shaded 
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shielding vision from the sunlight by extending eyebrows with their palms, in order to 
check how the new construction across the road is progressing and carelessly miss 
seeing the screen. 
 
Fig. 25: Construction site 
 
The rain necessitates using umbrellas, which cover not only the atmospheric, but also 
the screen’s luminous spill. There is, on the other hand, more screen light reflected on 
the wet, rather than on the dry, asphalt.  
 
The above descriptions of non-viewing are not rules in any kind of formulaic 
causality, but merely illustrations of the seen situations. I witnessed converse cases, 
too. Of two joggers that passed by on a Saturday morning, one looked at the screen 
during the swift passage. In the same time slot one person walking with a personal 
stereo, and another one talking on a mobile phone, gave the screen respective sideway 
glances. Another person with both a personal stereo and two full shopping bags 
included a glance at the screen in their passage. Some sidelong glances came from 
people eating and/or drinking while walking. In all those cases, the sun was not hitting 
the passer-by directly and there was no one coming from the opposite direction. 
Occasionally, my presence may also have given reason for looking towards the 
screen: two gazes on a Sunday evening came from people avoiding my gaze.  
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Fig. 26: Exchanging gaze  
 
These situational combinations can go on infinitely. As Mels puts it, “individuals 
repeatedly couple and uncouple their paths with other people’s paths, institutions, 
technologies and physical surroundings” (2004: 16). My aim was to stress that 
interaction with this urban screen is always relatively contingent upon circumstance, 
however much the owner of the screen attempts to win the passers-by’s attention. If a 
passer-by devises their moves in response to spatial design and in relation to others’ 
movements, what kind of circumstance might the screen-mediation provide to the 
situation of passing by? 
 
The screen features, in a mix, advertisements and news headlines (including sports 
and weather).
75 The owner advises their clients to use large font, excluding the so-
called ‘small print’ of ‘terms and conditions’, and emphasises that the “one-piece, hi-
gloss black frame” will distinguish the screen from the surroundings and make it “the 
hero of the communication” (JCDecaux, 2009b). The “hero” offers passers-by 
incomplete information about products and services, and promises advertisers 
achieving the “cut-through” (ibid.). In order to accomplish the “cut-through” (to win 
the passer-by’s attention), the owner imagines, to borrow from McCarthy, “the 
audience’s identity [as] … rooted, somehow, in its position in space” (2001: 101, 
original emphasis). The screen was strategically positioned in the corner (an 
architectural form that provides space for pausing), to encourage frictions of the 
pedestrian flow, by attempting to ‘hook’ a message in the passers-by’s mobile 
horizons.  
  
                                                 
75 The news is featured as part of an internal compensation deal between “JCDecaux” and “Sky News”. 
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and information (cf. Sterne, 2006; Sheller and Urry, 2006). The latter kind of traffic 
invests the site with a piece of technology that invites pedestrians to collect brief, up-
to-date, and visually attractive information ‘on the go’. Thus, the very installation of 
the screen-technology in the corner supplies the passage with an institutional 
imagination of a leisurely walk as a potentially productive activity. If the modernist 
reification of an efficient everyday informs the contemporary design of electronic 
media technologies as bridges between leisure and work (cf. Spigel, 2005), it is 
through both the technology and text that such institutional impingement on public 
space works. In Old Street, the “latest LED technology” has been chosen as most 
‘effective’ (JCDecaux, 2009b). 
 
The reach of the “true colour display” (ibid.) can be sensed best during the night. The 
visibility of the whole corner changes according to the design of individual images. 
When a slide is brighter, the whole corner is more visible – one site-specific outcome 
of the fact that, as I discussed in Chapter 2, on top of the rented (wall) surface, urban 
screens occupy larger, three-dimensional spaces. As I will illustrate later, interaction is 
a matter of ‘collision’ between the passer-by and the ‘spattering’ of coloured lights. In 
other words, the spatial co-presence of a passer-by and the screen must be joined by 
the temporal co-incidence: a particular image must be within the passer-by’s sight, 
and the passer-by must look towards the screen when it displays the image. However, 
even then, interaction is brief: it is part of the activity of passing through. 
 
It takes approximately 20-40 seconds, depending on the traffic, to walk from one to 
the other side of the roundabout. The passage through the footway itself takes about 
12 seconds. Passers-by spend only half of that time in the narrower part (where they 
typically look at the screen) before they enter the corner (where they tend to look 
below the screen to check if there is anyone standing). Despite the fragmented 
viewing, the company uses classic television vocabulary not only by naming the 
screen “PrimeTime”, but also by configuring its images in flows.  
 
Williams wrote about flow as “the central television experience” (1990: 95). 
Contemporary broadcast television presents respective programme items (such as 
news, advertisements and films) as “contained … by the fact of overall flow”, rather 
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and blank screen) (ibid. 111). There are important reasons for the flow in the context 
of television as business. The viewer is invited to join the flow any time “by the 
operation of the switch” and to stay for as long as possible (ibid. 87). In the 
roundabout, vehicles and pedestrians pass by in changing densities, rhythms and 
speeds, while images steadily fade in and out with one another, repeated in continuous 
sequences, such as: 
♦  BRITISH GAS  
♦  WKD CIDER  
♦  VIRGIN MEDIA TV  
♦  COCA COLA  
♦  CURRY’S DISHWASHER  
♦  SKY FOOTBALL ADVERTISEMENT  
♦  SKY SPORTS HEADLINES 
  
♦  BRITISH GAS  
♦  WKD CIDER  
♦  VIRGIN MEDIA  
♦  COCA COLA  
♦  CURRY’S OLD APPLIANCE  
♦  SKY FOOTBALL ADVERTISEMENT  
♦  SKY SHOWBIZ HEADLINES  
 
♦  BRITISH GAS  
♦  WKD CIDER  
♦  VIRGIN MEDIA  
♦  COCA COLA  
♦  CURRY’S  
♦  SKY FOOTBALL ADVERTISEMENT  
♦  SKY WEATHER HEADLINES. 
 
If viewing television is a matter of witnessing something of a “flow” of “miscellany” 
of televised events (a drama, a news report, a speech, a game) (ibid. 87), encounters 
with urban screens are a matter of street miscellany. Encountering, while walking, a 
screen’s image, happens alongside encountering others and other things in the street. 
Thus, seeing something featured on the screen has the status of witnessing something 
displayed in the street. In the following sections I explore the situation in which the 
screen meets the eye of the passer-by. I begin by considering the principal activity that 
contextualises interactions: walking and looking around. 
 
5.4 Walking, Interacting, Appropriating  
If interaction is a situation in which a screen-mediation has won passer-by’s attention, 
we can only begin exploring this situation by considering the activities in which it 
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screen, all participants impetuously spoke about walking as a way of learning and 
negotiating urban space. Both those relatively ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ the place of 
research (cf. Relph, 1976) claim that walking allows them to intimately “own” the 
space shared with others. In the first part of this section I consider how, through 
walking, participants make sense of the roundabout. In the second part, I contrast the 
key respondents’ ethnomethods of interacting with their surroundings, the “tunnel 
vision” (motivated by prioritising efficiency and safety in walking), and ‘walking-
viewing’ (taking pleasure in reading the surroundings). Those contrasting modes of 
attention principally contextualise passers-by’s various situational uses of the screen. 
 
While reaching destinations in the city may require using more than one form of 
transport, walking provides the pedestrians, if mostly the newcomers, the means sine 
qua non of making sense of locations and distances. As Laura suggests, “in the bus … 
you can see one side of the road”, trains take one, simply, “under the ground”, while 
cyclists and car drivers focus straight, but “when you walk, you have the most vast, 
perfect perspective”. Whilst on foot, she says, 
You can try to be as detailed as you want … you can take as long as you want 
to just look at things. You are able to get more confident with [sic] the things 
around you. Buses and [the] Underground are just ways to get to places faster. 
… [whereby] you’re not really going to notice what’s around you. When you 
walk, you just walk.  
Laura distinguishes between transport, as the means of pursuing an efficient everyday, 
and “just walk[ing]”, as an embodied, non-utilitarian exploration of space. The 
distinction will later prove to be not nearly as clear-cut in the case of walking through 
technologically mediated spaces. Let us now give more attention to walking as a way 
of learning about the city. 
 
Walking is to Laura, a newcomer to Old Street, the principal ethnomethod of finding 
her way around: it works as the glasses – “[it] clarifies the whole thing”. Her body 
occupies territory at a scale irreconcilable with the bird’s eye view of streets 
schematised cartographically. Walking at a changing pace and degrees of attention 
forms eye-level explorations of the city specific to passers-by. Walking itself is, in 
that sense, a form of phenomenological attendance to urban space. It mobilises the 
  127body’s “spatiality” that “is not, like that of external objects” and “coordinates”, “a 
spatiality of position”, but “a spatiality of situation”, created by “the body in face of 
its tasks” (Merleau-Ponty, 2002: 114-115, original emphases).  
 
As Laura put it, “[when] [y]ou see the places in the map … you are able to get there, 
but when you actually walk through all that … you make that space that surrounds 
you  yours. You’re actually leaving [a] trace there!”
76 The “trace” of Laura’s 
exploratory walks is never to be found on any map – her ‘marks’ make up her pre-
reflective knowledge of the space. One ‘owns’ places when one “recognise[s]” 
places.
77 If “knowing where” one is requires some familiarity with the space, we can 
suggest that walking is one important existential mode of acquiring the sense of 
“ontological security” in the city (cf. Giddens, 1991). Not knowing where she is can 
make Laura feel “uncomfortabl[y]” “lost”, with “a sense of uneasiness”. Laura 
associates the sense of located-ness with the feelings of “calm and peace”, most 
closely felt “at home” as “a sense of safety”. The sense of “at-home-ness”, “the taken-
for-granted situation of being comfortable and familiar with the world in which one 
lives” (Seamon, 1979: 78), rests on intimate spatial knowledge acquired through daily 
moving around.  
 
Many different trajectories make use of the roundabout as their space simultaneously. 
Such momentary synchronies can be felt at different levels – from the pace of 
someone’s walking to the alterations of traffic: 
The whole city here, it’s going with a pace. I think I can perceive it better 
when I’m also at a pace. When I’m not standing still. Otherwise, I would feel 
like an observer of a movie. When I walk, I’m blending with the rhythm of the 
city … Living in London for me means moving … I’m in tune with the city, 
and aware of what’s going on. (Dennis) 
Being “in tune” with the surroundings whilst in the corner with the screen, for my 
respondents means merely passing through and rarely doing anything else there. The 
location is “a transition point … more than anything else” (Elaine), and traffic “is one 
of the things that seems to amplify that” (Nathan, Patrick). The place also materially 
                                                 
76 Compare this with London skateboarders’ similar accounts about practicing in urban space (Borden, 
2002). See also Ihde (1990: 67) and Ingold (2004: 329). 
77 Laura speaks of identical issues raised by trans-European migrants, in Moores and Metykova’s 
research (2009, 2010).  
  128“feels quite constraint … as a pedestrian, you’re quite controlled about what you can 
do around here” (Elaine). In turn, the corner itself is experienced as “not very 
important” (Robert); it, in fact, “doesn’t really feel like a place” (Dennis; Patrick). It is 
not a place where one could “sit” (Dennis), or “relax at” (Patrick). The perceived lack 
of activities tied to the location gives the interviewees reasons to think of it not only as 
placeless, but, most problematically, as eventless. In the footway, “you just rush 
through, because there’s nothing your eyes can fixate on, apart from the billboards” 
(Dennis). Encounters with “billboards” do not seem to count as events. If walkers pass 
through the roundabout in connections to other places, we can only understand the 
transient encounters with the screen through lenses sensitive to personal spatial 
repertoires. Take Dennis’ case. 
 
Anticipating the closeness of the kebab store (located around the corner), where a 
person he avoids works, Dennis quickens when passing by the screen. He avoids 
being seen through the shop window by his compatriot, who asked Dennis for favours 
Dennis never managed to do. The fact that a possible unfavourable encounter connects 
a Turkish-German worker, and Dennis, a German business consultant, next to a screen 
at a transit point in the UK’s capital, contextualises this situation of non-interaction 
with the screen far beyond its location (Massey, 1995). Thus, we should understand 
place, and activities, such as interactions with the screen, that take place as their locus, 
“absolutely  not introverted”, but “extroverted”, that is, made up of “multiple 
identities” (Massey, 1991: 28, original emphasis). 
 
Moving through urban space, so conceived, requires passers-by to manage ‘inner’ and 
‘outer’ stimuli skilfully. As noted in Chapter 3, those shifts are understood in this 
study less as psychological aspects of urban experience (cf. Simmel, 2002), and more 
as ethnomethods of day-to-day living in a city. Since vision is the principal sensory 
channel of interaction with the screen, I situate interactions in the context of habits 
and norms of looking in the roundabout, by considering the ethnomethods of 
‘walking-viewing’ and “tunnelling vision”. 
 
  129The multicultural diversity of a post-industrial and globalised London
78 for many 
present ‘insiders’, like Nora, made one important reason to come and stay. “Things are 
a bit more exposing, because there’re too many people [in the streets]”. The street 
displays the “fragility” of everyday life. A city like London, where “[there’s] often … 
something crazy … going on” (Nathan), moving through on foot is, rather than merely 
walking, understood better as ‘walking-viewing’: taking pleasure in witnessing the 
everyday life of other fellow-citizens. For Dennis, being “outside” has the potential to 
satisfy personal appetites “for stimulation” and “excitement”: 
It’s a comforting thing, to move ahead, to move along. … You can see 
[others], but you are more of an observer. … You’re not participating, because 
… the objective is to get on, to go on. To [visually] ‘pick up’ what’s [coming] 
along the way.  
Walking-viewing thus affords its practitioners some sense of “aesthetic control” over 
their surroundings: it “puts the spectator into the director’s chair – with the actors 
unaware of who is sitting there, of the chair itself, even of being potential objects of 
the director’s attention” (Bauman, 1993: 6). ‘Peeping’ at other passers-by assists one, 
more broadly, in learning about “how everyone else’s coping” (Veronica).  
 





My eyes were [going] left to right,  











                                                 
78 The history of the British capital is beyond the scope of this chapter. The latest phase of “a vibrant, 
multicultural city” is most broadly contextualised by “transnational networks maintained by the global 
elite and the poor migrant workers”, and the development of the “new service class” (Eade, 2006: 44; 
cf. Eade, 2000). See also Massey (2007). 
79 Here and henceforth, I position accounts from diaries (completed when the participant was not aware 
that the research is about the screen) on the left in a different font, and the related data from subsequent 
interviews (after the participant has learnt about the topic of research) in standard font, on the right 
hand side. 
80 I note “silence” when the participant takes considerable pause (in relation to the rhythm of their 
speaking in the rest of the diary). 
  130(Silence) 
People have missions and they make it  
more interesting. … Everyone’s moving  
about, so that takes your interest. … [Y]ou forget  





I think [the screen] was [featuring a]  
“KFC” [advertisement]. I do like “KFC”, but I  
didn’t mention it. … I saw it again and again, and  
it didn’t interest me. … It represents food …  
I’m not hungry at the moment so for me it was,  
‘OK, they’re promoting “KFC”, get on with it,  
I’m focussing on something else’. 
 
Nathan prioritised chance encounters with unknown others over interacting with a 
known screen. Nonetheless, the screen’s illumination got, however briefly, Nathan’s, 
as well as other respondents’, attention. The luminous movement signalled an activity 
worth “checking out”.  
 
One particular form of “checking out” the screen is peculiarly akin to the modernist 
incentive for the effective management of leisure time (as discussed in Chapter 3): 
making use of the screen in gathering potentially useful information. Dennis takes a 
look at news featured on the screen while walking, but would never stop to read a 
news item fully. “I was raised to believe that watching television is something bad, 
stealing your time”. Because he would generally “feel weird to use a different screen 
for a different task”, he endeavours to spend his leisure time at home “productively” 
by choosing to watch television online on one, while also doing something else on 
another window on a single screen of his home computer. Similarly, doing two 
different things in the roundabout simultaneously – walking and gathering information 
– is one contribution to his daily effort to economise time and energy (cf. Spigel, 
2005).  
 
Far less strategically, Nathan learns about a coming theatre show by casually glancing 
at the screen. Nathan makes use of the screen announcement of “what the show is 
going to be like”, to build up his record of information about the show, before seeing 
it. He might follow up on what he learnt while walking-viewing later, at home through 
the Internet, or by calling his friends. Gathering information is a situational use of the 
  131screen, which positions interactions with the screen (and, by consequence, walking 
itself) in broader webs of daily media consumption. Passers-by capitalise on the public 
availability of brief and up-to-date information as part of the modernist promotion of 
making even the brief moments of leisure time productive.  
 
“I didn’t even look at the text, I just looked at the colours and the stars”, explained 
Brian of his passing through. He described the screen as “actually the most coloured 
thing around, the most pleasant light”, which, compared to the surroundings, 
“suggests a better place”. The screen served Brian a situational use of imagining being 
in a nicer looking place. It “looks a bit removed from [here]”. Seeing imaginary 
landscapes “is a nice, comforting thing, ‘cause it’s just grey [around here]”.  
 
Fig. 27: “The colours and the stars” 
The screen may beautify the spot, particularly when the “real” people seem to be 
looking “sad” (Elaine). “If you just look at it as pictures and colours ... that “Coke” 
advert, it’s pretty, isn’t it? As a childish ‘pretty-little-pictures’ kind of thing. … When 
you see some people in the street smiling … it lifts your mood up to a slight degree” 
(Fig. 28). 
 
Fig. 28: Witnessing the ‘smiling’ 
                            
  132“See[ing] people smiling” was in Elaine’s case a technologically mediated encounter 
– happy faces exhibited on the screen gave her a sense of smiling happening in the 
street. As mentioned earlier in the discussion of Williams’ concept of “flow” (1990), 
Elaine’s incidental encounter with an image of a smile was for her an event of 
witnessing a smile, in the space where sharing a gaze with a co-present other is a 
matter of strategic manoeuvring.  
 
The respondents love looking around despite the local norms that prescribe staring as 
rude. In a city of public voyeurs “you do it secretly” (Robert), with “just a quick look” 
(Nathan; Paul). Interviewees appropriate the screen as useful in peeking at others. Re-
focussing quickly from a person to the screen can be a practical rescue from getting 
caught glancing (screens do not look back). Glancing at the screen can also assist one 
in approaching an attractive other. “Like, ‘okay, I have this moment to look at the 
billboard’ and then – ‘I know you looked at me, blah, blah, blah…” (Nathan). The 
skill assists Nathan in gaining “confidence”. On the other hand, Robert fears his overt 
gaze at the screen might suggest to others that he is satisfied with “mainstream stuff”. 
Robert keeps in mind the ancient aboriginal saying that “you can be looked to death 
by somebody”, and seeks to prevent others from seeing him gazing at the screen and 
learning about his “identity”. While peeping at the screen, he acts as if he is not, by 
“thinking about something else”.  
 
Doubtless, rhythmic, repetitive and physically engaging activity such as walking, also 
assists many in dealing with ‘inner’ stimuli. “It helps you to think … if you’re stuck 
with a thought” (Dennis). At the same time, one has to “watch out” (Dennis). “[A] 
close presence of somebody else” (Robert) might be dangerous. One must always be 
“aware of the situation[s]” (Dennis). Walking is learnt as an activity as skilled as 
driving, in that it requires from its practitioner continuous ‘reading’ of the space 
ahead. On the other hand, looking in the eyes of those who pass by is deemed 
potentially offensive or dangerous. While passing through the roundabout, Paul 
looked at the screen in order to avoid gazes from the approaching others. He regularly 
makes use of the screen to “look away from others”.  
 
The skill of “looking slightly down” services ‘filtering’ ‘outer’ stimuli. Paul calls it 
“tunnel vision”. Goffman’s sociology of pedestrian behaviour posited, similarly, that 
  133every “vehicular unit” navigates at two levels: the “intention display” of direction and 
pace (“externalization”), and reading such non-verbal signals from the approaching 
others (“scanning”) (1972: 31-33). Those skills function as “early warning system[s]” 
of avoiding collision (ibid. 32-33). Paul’s objective while “scanning” is more 
existential – “to remove myself from the interactions with people in the space”. He 
describes his imaginary visual envelope by circling his eyes with his palms, as he 
sketched below.  
 
Fig. 29: Tunnel’s front and side 
 
Shielding the view in the form of an imagined tunnel means pursuing a “willed 
myopia” (Gitlin, 2001: 119). “Tunnel vision” is a generic, flexible form, developed 
and employed differently, “depending on where you are” (Paul). The tunnel, however, 
is “not completely closed”. It is more “like a passage”, without the ceilings and the 
floors (Patrick). The ‘walls’ can momentarily widen or narrow down. Such elasticity 
of the ‘tunnel’ allows its practitioners to stay alert. In the research session, the noise of 
a siren invited Paul to temporarily look towards the centre of the roundabout, which 
his “tunnel vision” otherwise helps him to avoid. On that occasion, the screen 
remained outside Paul’s view. The screen can also stay well inside the tunnel, but for 
reasons entirely different from the advertisers’ intentions. 
 
When he arrived in London, Patrick admired what he recognised as a passion for 
reading among other passengers. Soon, he realised that books and newspapers are 
used as handy focal points and pleasurable getaways more than encyclopaedic 
reservoirs (cf. Radway, 1991). Many Londoners “escape the city at weekends”, 
Patrick ascertains. He too, while glancing at the screen, “daydream[s]” about “some 
place else”, frequently featured on advertisements for faraway resorts. Seeking extra 
space “to breathe” while walking, he negotiates not only the sense of business in the 
footway, but also his everyday sense of lack of space (working in a small office and 
  134living in a small studio flat with his partner). Thus, the screen not only partakes in, but 
can also serve as a point of escape from, the sense of business.  
 
When Robert finds his focus in the roundabout “scattered”, he focusses on the steady 
image-flow, and “zero[es]” himself. “You instantly temporarily re-set yourself”. He 
‘tunnels out’ the surroundings by looking towards the screen. “You don’t allow things 
to bombard you, you choose one thing [in the horizon] … and you let it excite you”. 
Thus, as emphasised in Chapter 3, situational uses of urban screens speak not only 
about “the personal problems or responsibilities of the individual viewer”, but also 
about the “social environment” (Lull, 1990: 39). In the roundabout, passers-by devise 
“tunnel vision” in response to experiencing the space as environment layered with 
quickly changing stimuli, and particularly, information.  
 
As Nora put it, in each passage “you have to make decisions about what’s relevant for 
you”. She illustrates the laboriousness of such everyday attempts “to plough through 
information” by describing her daily experience of going through her favourite 
newspapers until reaching what actually interests her (“the main paper”). The 
newspapers can be “heavy”, so “I discard the pages that I’m absolutely sure I’m not 
going to read”, such as “Sports”, “all the promotional stuff”, “Money”, and “Travel”, 
to avoid “physically carry[ing] them”. Nora “may have noticed the “Sports” 
supplement being there … [But] my biggest problem with [it] was ‘where is the 
nearest bin?’” Efforts in filtering information came up “exactly the same” in the 
roundabout. Having her eyes “caught” by the screens, being stopped by people asking 













                                        Fig. 30: Orientation sign 
 
I crave focus! 
A huge sculpture with screens!  
  135You don’t need someone to say ‘now,  





Non-stop some change, imagery, ringing,  
e-mails coming, things dropping behind the doors,  
constant business and nothing important! …  










                                                                                                             
 
                                                                                     
                                                                                      Fig. 31: Offers                               
Oh, another screen that tells me  
there’s a new Tom Hanks film. 
I just think it’s unfair how much we are bound up and bullied  
into issues that are irrelevant. 
 
Nora’s daily mission is to ‘tunnel’ the abundance of information in order to remain 
faithful to what she deems important for her. “Otherwise”, she emphasises, “you get 
lost”. Echoing the importance of the sense of located-ness, which Laura highlighted 
earlier, Nora prioritises maintaining “focus”. Although “tunnel vision” can never 
promise them full protection, respondents confidently ascertain “I can deal with that 
[one]” screen-object in the roundabout (Patrick). In this section my aim was to 
illustrate that passers-by catch sight of the screen while both ‘viewing’ and 
“tunnelling” visual stimuli, and make use of the screen in gathering potentially useful 
information, negotiating the business of the site (focussing thoughts), managing 
communications with co-present others, and imagining an imaginary escape from the 
“grey” site. I look into the practices of “deal[ing] with” the screen during a passage 




  1365.5 “Here” and “There”: ‘Dealing’ with the Screen in the Space of Transience 
In the previous section, I had to keep interactions with the screen slightly out of focus, 
in order to illustrate their ‘habitat’, the local visual cultures. I now remove the 
concerns with ‘walking-viewing’ and “tunnel vision” from the forefront of attention, 
and scrutinise the situation of interaction. On the face of it, the transience of 
interaction with the screen in Old Street is not unique; interactions with urban screens 
are characterised by transience in most cases. I highlight transience as the foremost 
characteristic of interaction with the screen in Old Street because the material (the 
passage is constructed as a transfer point; the screen features brief images), and the 
experiential dimensions of transience (“It just flips in and out, and I’m already gone to 
the other side”, as Kenneth put it) inform the sense of insignificance. Although 
interaction happens “spontaneously”, “instinctively” and “automatically”, the 
triangulation of data contradicts the respondents’ claims about its insignificance.  
 
The labour of dealing with the screen is disguised as inconsequential via a temporal 
axis. As the respondents claimed in the interviews, the encounter lasts for “only a 
millisecond” (Patrick), “a moment” (Robert), or “three, four seconds” (Kenneth), and 
is thus “irrelevant”. On the other hand, in their respective diaries the respondents 
described the screen as “intense”, “aggressive”, “dreamy”, “pleasant”, and “eye-
grabbing”. Although the “moment” might seem negligible in comparison to hours 
spent with media, especially home television and the Internet (cf. Gitlin, 2001: 15-20), 
the “moment” of interaction with the screen in the roundabout is nonetheless an event 
of media consumption, experienced in terms that are not easily decipherable as 
measurable segments. In other words, though largely pre-reflective, interaction is far 
from being nonexistent. If a decreasing awareness of interactions with screens 
increasingly characterises contemporary everyday life, it is important to rescue the 
“moment” of interaction from its seeming insignificance, which legitimises 
technologically mediated passages through everyday spaces as unproblematic ones.  
 
When unlocked from the unquestioned realm of taken-for-granted-ness, the seemingly 
“meaningless” interaction (Brian), which “doesn’t really matter” (Elaine), uncovers 
highly skilled management of the screen while walking. As I will suggest below, by 
drawing on Laura’s, Dennis’ and Veronica’s respective night-time diaries, passers-by 
can glance at the screen episodically, from a variety of distances, and so gradually 
  137learn about its operation and ‘tame’ the screen as predictable. Passers-by can resist its 
invitation to communication by intermittently prioritising other screens and objects.  
 
As if painting surrealist collages, the participants’ diaries juxtaposed “99p”, “£6bln 
profits for HSBC”, “Online Poker”, “a girl in a bikini” and “dreamy space”, with 
“people going out”, “fence”, “red traffic light”, “cars” and “Tube entrance”.  
 
Fig. 32: Street collage 
Laura’s passage was her first experience of taking the path in the night: 
 









Fig. 33: Alone 
This couple in swimming clothes,  
they’re kissing each other.  
When there is a photograph or an image  
I tend to notice it more. 
It’s quite chilly.  
[It was] something ‘out of normality’.  
You don’t expect to see  






The night is dark so when you see these 
 things with powerful light, you are attracted to them.  








  138There was one that’s not an electronic one,  
on the left. And it had a lot of lights.  
I don’t know what the actual advertisement  








And then I realised that that  





There was the big [billboard sculpture] one  
[on the right] and the [print] one on the left.  
And the [electronic] one in [the] front. …  









Light gives you the sense of safety … Wherever you see light,  




Laura felt her first nighttime interactions with the space were similar to tourist 
“sightseeing”. As her diary suggested, one ‘sees site’ (through ‘sight’) while ‘looking’ 
at ‘space’. Advertisements “hailed” her attention (Althusser, 1971), like ‘pop-up’ 
windows on the Internet do when, as Laura said, they “suddenly appear on your 
screen”. In her walk, “things started to ‘pop up’ and I started to talk about what I was 
noticing”. We can, in that sense, identify Laura’s pleasures of encountering screens as 
sporadic imagistic intervals, in (much older) attractions of reading “children’s books 
[with] … folded illustrations that, when opened, automatically spring from the page 
into three-dimensional form” (Rutsky, 2002: 287). For Laura, who is not yet fully 
familiar with the space, there was, similarly, a sense of “surprise” (ibid.), whereby the 
“popping up seems to take place … almost magically – without human guidance or 
control” (ibid.).  
 
  139Laura interacted with screens while dealing with a variety of situations, such as 
checking the traffic lights, a threatening presence of unknown others, darkness, rain, 
and intimidating curiosity of a resident in a window. In negotiating her senses of 
place, Laura drew on both screen technologies and texts. She noticed (the image of) 
“summer” when she felt “chilly”, and a lit “advertisement” when the street felt 
“scary”. She made use of the scattered distribution of the backlit, floodlit prints, and 
electronic images, ‘glowing’ against dark backgrounds, to ‘map’ her surroundings. 
Laura appropriated the screens as mini-lighthouses: the lit space felt “alive”, while the 
darkened parts of the neighbourhood seemed “dead”.  
 
The owner promotes the screen by referring to their counts of those that pass by at the 
location of the screen. However, the screen is also visible from other (greater) 
distances and passers-by make use of this aspect of screening in tactically resisting 
what Lull called “the proxemic nature of audience positioning” (1990: 38). The 
company chose a big screen and positioned it above eye level, to increase the chance 
of winning attention of those nearby, but, for those same reasons, the screen can be 




From the farther [position]  









                        Fig. 34: From far 
 
(Silence) 
I recognised the light [and thought to myself]  








Then you’re focussed on the traffic, and  
you don’t think about it.  
  140It’s green…? No. But I’ll go anyway.  
And when I came there [at the pedestrian crossing],  
[the] “99p” [message] was there. It’s just so visible,  





I only looked at this “99p” [text].  
It was so big, it was the only thing  














When you walk here [by the bicycle racks]  
it’s straight in your sight, after it was lost,  
after having crossed the road. And then you can  











When you’re probing like this, I looked at it again  
[by the bicycle racks]. … [Like] ‘aha, what’s going on?’ …  
I didn’t really do anything with it. I only looked at it.  
Saw there is chicken available for 99p  
as a fact, and that was it, I carried on.  
Girls in the sparkly, sparkly outfits.  
And that was more interesting to me.  
 
Walking, in Dennis’ diary, both advantaged and disadvantaged his screen-viewing. 
Although Dennis referred to the screen repeatedly, communication remained brief and 
fragmented. Having oriented himself by establishing distances, that is, noting that the 
screen is “there”, while he is “here”, Dennis’ developing familiarity with the screen 
helped him resist its invitation to communication. He first saw “some billboard” 
  141technology, then, at the crossing, the “99p” image, and finally, as he was passing 
through the corner, that “99p” was the price for a “chicken” food offer. In Dennis’ 
diary, the screen appeared not only where it was installed, but also: a) far away, where 
it looked small, b) closer, where, though larger, it was already familiar (as a luminous 
screen-object), and c) up front, where, though largest, it was known (as an object with 
a text). As his episodic references to the screen interspersed with descriptions of 
places, things, people, situations and memories, Dennis arrived in the corner having 
already appropriated the screen as one object in his surroundings, as opposed to a 
central point of attention (as promoted by the owner). 
 







When I was passing by and I saw the red [light on the ground],  
I just thought, ‘stupid “Virgin”’! 
Advertising rubbish.  














                                                                                              Fig. 36: “Crossfire” 
 
Veronica attempted to ‘dismiss’ the message from the electronic screen by saying “I 
don’t read these things”. But the screen had already gotten her attention. Claiming 
non-interaction did not suffice; doing something about it was necessary. She made use 
of the “Hackney Homes” backlit advertisement (on the right on Fig. 36), as an ‘escape 
exit’, in avoiding to face the “Virgin” electronic image (on the left on Fig. 36). 
 
 I can’t control the cars from passing, but I don’t have to look  
  142at [the “Virgin” advertisement].  






I thought ‘Virgin, brrr, I don’t want to know  
any more, any less…!’  
Is it supposed to ‘allure’ me  
to Hackney?  
“Honolulu for £1”. I don’t want to know! 
Who knows?  
 I don’t want to need Honolulu  
for £1. I want to need Honolulu for £1when  
I want to go to Honolulu!...  
But that’s new. And I don’t understand it.  
… Just a way of managing the input.  
 
While orchestrating several screens in her horizon, Veronica felt that “different 
announcements have their characters”. The backlit poster felt “assertive”, while the 
electronic image was “imposing”. The latter “is not asking … [but] demanding to be 
looked at. … It’s not very stimulating. It’s only agitating. It definitely makes you feel 
like a simple receiver”. When I saw Veronica producing her diary, her routine 
corporeal movement seemed as any other – it was a seemingly inconsequential 
passage. The diary and interview revealed a different dynamic. Veronica read one as a 
way of dealing with another screen. She interacted with the back-lit poster about the 
Council’s message not (merely) to negotiate her residence in the area, but also to keep 
the “Virgin” image out of focus. Subverting the “crossfire”, though skilled, was 
nonetheless laborious, and only partly successful. In order to make use of one screen 
‘against’ the competing other one, Veronica had to acknowledge both, and extend the 
brief encounter with the side (backlit) poster into walking past the electronic screen.  
 
Robert’s skill illustrates the creativity involved in Veronica’s tactic. He experientially 
‘pictures’ the environment through which he walks. Either imagining that a car that 
had just passed by him, hit him, or that he is starting a conversation with a woman he 
had merely just took notice of in passing, he ‘stays’ with a “picture” of someone or 
something seen, as he continues walking, beyond the observable (corporeal) glance. 
The ethnomethod of freezing and staying with the view of other things in his horizon 
while passing by the electronic screen allows Robert to compensate for the lack of 
remote control. “I just rearrange the hierarchy … I force myself to take something else 
  143as important. … You can’t just ‘remove’ [the screen]; you have to fill that space with 
something else!” As he walks, the view of other things in the surroundings stays with 
him. “I take it with me”, before “I dispose it”. The activity lasts only “for a few 
seconds”, until, as Elaine said, describing the same practice, “something else gets in 
the way”.  
 
However, as we saw in Veronica’s case, passers-by, before leaving the footway, must 
walk past the screen at a minimum distance, where other objects are least available in 
the horizon, and at least noticing the screen’s surrounding illumination is unavoidable. 
Elaine then relies on the fact that she will walk out of the ‘shared zone’ quickly. The 
screen cannot follow her. “I see what the words are, and then move on. … It still 
irritates me, but I can walk away from this … and then it won’t be part of my 
surroundings”. However much the screen tries to take Kenneth’s attention, he 
responds: “I’m not havin’ it. I’m like ‘whatever, I’m gone now, you’re gone. Bye!’ 
Flash away! If I wanna look at it, I can stop and look at it. I don’t have to, and I 
choose not to. … I’m just saying ‘no’”. Kenneth’s “no” to the screen is spatially 
decipherable by him being seen as “gone” from the space of co-presence. To sum up, 
though the screen “only flicks through – it doesn’t really matter” (Elaine), the screen 
must be dealt with, if only in a “flash” (Kenneth). 
 
If an encounter assumes a meeting of two entities, it is necessary to distinguish 
between ‘spotting’ other fellow pedestrians and ‘sensing’ screen-mediations as part of 
experiencing the environment as “busy”. Fellow passers-by avoid getting in each 
others’ ways. ‘Collisions’ with electronic presences are of a different order. As Elaine 
put it, “[the image] is there, but it’s not. … it’s not like it bumped into me. It’s there”. 
Thus, although “it’s not actually coming into my physical space” (P9; P8), the screen 
appears in one’s horizon (sometimes even more than once) during a single passage. 
The fleeting mediated presence matters situationally. To quote Knorr Cetina, “it is not 
their (physical) presence, but their availability in the sense of an awareness of a 
phenomenon which makes it contextually relevant” (1981: 11). Though not materially 
palpable, walkers deal with the screen-mediation as they ‘wrestle’ with the sense of 
“business” in the roundabout. 
 
  144Rather than in ‘past simple’, as completed events, separated from other events of 
communication, interactions with the screen are better understood as present-perfect 
activities, which carry on as echoes into subsequent communications with 
surroundings. In turn, the time participants took to deal with the screen was longer 
than it took them to walk past the screen. Interactions paralleled walking: passing 
through the corner was coupled with dealing with the screen-mediation which, in the 
end of this section, returns us to the beginning of the previous section (5.4). 
 
Participants claimed that the location of the screen is “not really a place” and with “no 
meaning at all” (Robert). This contradicted what the participants did in the research 
sessions, when, however briefly, they interacted with the interface. Despite the fact 
that “no one really stops”, or “goes” there, interactions carried out in passing are one 
important form of activities that ‘make’ that corner a place. As they moved through, 
participants endeavoured to re-distribute the screen in relation to other screens, objects 
and other passers-by, until they have ‘dealt’ with it. To conclude, there is no “just 
walk[ing]” (Laura) through technologically mediated urban environments: though 
relatively successful in resisting the screen’s address, passers-by are nonetheless 
involved in recognising it, and then working out their responses. In the following 
section I explore how those living in the area endeavour to ‘stabilise’ the screen more 
permanently, as a taken-for-granted object in their lifeworlds. 
 
5.6 ‘Coping’ with the Screen: Negotiating Spatial Familiarity and Domesticating 
the Moving Image Furniture  
 
Which screen are you talking about? 
(Nora) 
 
You see it every day, innit, that’s what you see, innit, so you accept it. (silence) 
It’s there, innit.  
(Resident, R1)     
 
It’s part of Old Street now, isn’t it, the ‘moving screen’!  
(Resident, R5) 
 
As the above quotations suggest, everyday encounters with the screen rest on a 
working contradiction: the more the onlooker knows about the screen, the more 
‘invisible’ it appears to them. Although the screen was installed, and the images 
continue changing, without the passers-by’s choice, ‘insiders’’ relative inattention to, 
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screen. In previous sections I identified a number of ways in which passers-by make 
use of the screen in the situations of passing through the site (gathering information, 
avoiding or encouraging others’ gazes, focussing attention, beautification of the place, 
sense of security, and escapism). In this section I argue that those situational 
appropriations, through everyday repetition, become habits, through which passers-by 
can domesticate the screen as a familiar (immaterially) manageable object. In the first 
part of this section I suggest that the screen is not only a communication interface, but 
also a point of familiarity. Recognising a familiar piece of street furniture in the 
corner, a signifier of location, an emblem of technological progress, and advertising as 
an unfavourable form, allows passers-by to walk through the technologically mediated 
corner routinely, with a sense of ontological security (cf. Giddens, 1991). In the 
second part of this section I explore the complexity of domesticating a public “moving 
screen” that takes the homely space of the corner.  
 
As a local in the area all his life, Kenneth ‘read’ the roundabout in the research session 
from a wide temporal horizon. He reflected, for instance, on the construction work site 
across the road. The “new luxury apartments” are taking up space of “what used to be 
my secondary school”. The screen itself in Kenneth’s diary remained ‘invisible’. To 
quote Ihde, Kenneth has ‘removed’ the screen “as it were, “to the side””, but this is “a 
present absence”: the screen, for Kenneth, is now “part of the experienced field … a 
piece of the immediate environment” (1990: 109). As Kenneth explained in the 
interview, “it’s always been an advert here, it’s electronic now”. Many ‘insiders’ 
omitted the screen in their diaries. As Dennis put it,  
Imagine you are in the kitchen, making tea, and listening to the radio. It’s in 
the background … you [are] sing[ing] along, but at the same time, you [are] 
mak[ing] your tea. [A] similar thing is happening here. You’re aware of [the 
screen]. You can even think about the “99p” message, but still know [that] 
when the traffic light is green you cross [the street] and move on. … It’s not 
that when something is visual that it’s at the same time literally ‘eye catching’. 
As Tuan put it, “seeing … is not the simple recording of light stimuli; it is a selective 
and creative process in which environmental stimuli are organized into flowing 
structures that provide signs meaningful to the purposive organism” (1977: 10). The 
acquaintance with the screen allows ‘insiders’ to navigate the space and also to engage 
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footway with a coffee and a personal stereo, “I mindlessly walk; my body is on 
‘autopilot’ taking me where I have to go, so I’m just looking around as I go!” (P9; P2, 
P17, P15). For the locals, the screen is as an expected piece of furniture in that 
particular environment. It “fits with the area” of “steel”, “concrete” (Dennis), “big 
buildings” (Laura) and “traffic” (Nora; R4, Elaine). Having incorporated the glances 
at the screen in the activity of passing by, it is not only the screen that has become 
unavailable to the ‘insiders’’ immediate reflection, but also the fact that the screen 
disappeared from their viewpoints gradually.  
 
The requirement of stability in everyday life conceals the labour of domesticating the 
“moving screen” as part of one’s “territory”. Kenneth refers to the roundabout as part 
of “my local streets that I’ve walked around all my life. I see them as an addition to 
my home. … This is … where I do this and that, and I’m cool”. Habituating space, as 
we hear from a newcomer Laura, means learning where what is, and how it works, or, 
“doing all I can to feel that I’m at home, to make myself comfortable with [the 
space]”. Local passers-by’s aim is to make everyday encounters with the screen 
expected and interaction a routine. As Kenneth put it, “I try to not let it be anything 
more apart from [an] extra screen up there. … You decide [that] it’s just there”. In the 
streets, “whether you like something or not, you have to accept it’s there” (Kenneth). 
The labour of acceptance is most required from those living next door (Fig. 37). 
 
Fig. 37: Screen in residence 
Residents in the nearby estate speak unfavourably about their communal life, and 
other fellow residents as being too distant from each other. However, they share the 
routine of checking the screen when entering or exiting the estate, where they have “a 
good view of it” (R5; R8). “Automatically” looking towards the screen refers not so 
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elderly lady turns to look at the screen, “I think ‘oh, so what’s up there now?’” (R5). 
She checks not so much what the screen is reporting about places far away from the 
site, but what the screen is ‘doing’ (by way of its presence) in that location. “It’s 
bright and airy … and it’s movable, and it sends out like ‘I’m here, look at me!’ 
(chuckles)”. The “shiny” and “colourful” screen-surface “covers” the “horrible” 
building of the LU generator. The screen functions as a piece of décor, as something 
“they should put a few more of … on the buildings”, so that more surfaces can “send 
out” friendly invitations to seemingly inconsequential communication.  
 
The residents routinely passed over in silence the screen’s commercial purpose and 
singled out its news slides. They associate the news to the public service work that 
media perform, and, by doing so, they legitimise the presence of the advertising screen 
in their environment. As the slides kept interchanging, residents inserted in our 
conversations the headlines read off from the screen. “Look, love, “Sky News”! 
“Mortgage charges should be tackled”! See! It’s informing the public”, says the lady, 
domesticating the screen as we speak, by assigning the screen’s activities the status of 
‘neighbourly’ activities. Her repeated references to the screen at the moments it 
features the news (always regardless of the focus of our conversation) made the screen 
the third interlocutor, giving it a voice that it otherwise would not have. The screen 
informs the “public”, but not “us”, or “me”, which signals that the lady’s work of 
domestication is incomplete. 
 
Domestication is laborious: the lady describes the functions of the screen in her 
lifeworld through a series of contradictions. Although the screen has “tidied up the 
corner” with its bright light, it is precisely under the screen’s light that the youngsters 
gather in the weekend nights and leave a mess. Although the lady praises the screen as 
that which adds light to the darkened corner, she does genuinely feel unsafe walking 
around in the night. The screen is given the meanings of cleanliness, order and safety 
without it actually ‘doing’ any of these things. The lady’s attributions of desires about 
the place to the screen exemplify “assimilation-of-technology”, whereby “technology 
has become so self-evident that it can be transferred to man and his [sic] social 
relations” (Bausinger, 1990: 20). In the roundabout’s corner: 
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what’re they doin’ for the Old Street Roundabout? It’s an eyesore! It’s filth! … 
[The screen]’s tided up our corner, the Hackney corner … [which] isn’t known 
for its cleanliness … Hey look – “Australia heading for cricket finals”. It’s 
informative!  
Seen from the kitchen window, the screen is domesticated as a household item. 
 
Fig. 38: The kitchen view 1 
 
While Olajide (R7) gathers with other family members to watch television in the 
living room, in the kitchen he finds it “practical” to read the weather forecast on the 
screen “while I chop bread”. During my evening observations I saw Olajide doing 
what he said he usually does: preparing dinner and occasionally glancing at the screen. 
The blinds are always open. As the secretary of the Estate Management and other 
residents tell me, there was no notice explaining the intended change of scenery when 
the screen was being installed (the company only asked if they could park on the 
estate’s lawn to carry out the work). However, Olajide’s family has included the 
screen in their domestic space as a household item seen next to the kitchen utensils. 
As Silverstone reminds us, 
[d]omestication bridges, a priori, the macro social and the micro social: the 
continuous affordances of the wild and the environmentally abundant out 
there, with the mobilization of material resources, skills, cultural values and 
social competences and capabilities in here (2006: 233). 
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Fig. 39: The kitchen view 2 
 
Olajide feels he does not require a remote control: the screen is “not my property”. 
Though part of the “outside”, the screen is consumed ‘inside’.  
 
Sensing the screen’s continued presence can also be a source of frustration. The screen 
“shines through the windows” of one young man’s bedroom (R4). Although he uses 
the blinds, he “still get[s] the light” on the floor. He conceives of it  
just like noise in London, it’s the same sort of noise, isn’t it? … You hear 
sirens every five minutes, buses, everything. You just, kind of, tune out. … It’s 
the same with the light. You just live with it. 
Outdoor advertising ‘scrapes’ in his home with the symbolic cargo of the illumination 
“trying to sell you something”, which he has domesticated as part of his ‘urban 
everyday’. Returning to Silverstone, “domestication … always involves the crossing 
of boundaries: above all those between the public and the private, and between 
proximity and distance”, which remain under “constant renegotiation” (2006: 233). 
This is especially so in the passers-by’s attempts to domesticate the screen by relating 
it to other familiar urban signage, as well as everyday media consumption. 
 
The screen is “a particularly important object” (Dennis), because it works “like a 
guide, it helps you recognise the place” (Laura). However, the screen did not match 
one young visitor’s (P1) search for “road signs”. As an ‘outsider’, he focussed on 
other objects, while “trying to find my way”. Spatial orientation in technologically 
mediated urban space requires the work of becoming familiar with urban screens and 
looking for other kinds of landmarks: “there are many displays like this in London” 
(P12; P14). The passers-by’s awareness that urban screens are ubiquitous is based on 
their rich knowledge of the various forms and genres of urban screens.  
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She discriminates between “dodgy” advertisements promoting “Poker Online”, 
“tasteless” images of a female back used to promote paint, “televisual” 
advertisements, created at “a certain [design] standard”, and “middle-of-the-road” 
advertisements for books, films and exhibitions, such as those featured in the LU. 
Patrick, on the other hand, distinguishes between advertisements for new products, 
and the advertisements of “reinforcement” for long-standing brands, like “Guinness” 
and “Coca Cola”. These examples oppose Grossberg’s commentary about billboards 
being “in-different” to each other (1987: 32). Any billboard looks to him “[by] its 
direct appeals, its inscribed meanings, its specific message” as “oddly irrelevant and 
rarely useful” (ibid.). This viewpoint anticipates the later anthropological critique of 
technologically mediated public places as “non-places”, which have lost signs of 
difference (Augé, 1995). Although the omni-presence of particular advertisements 
achieved through branding (cf. Moor, 2007) can complicate the sense of 
anthropological place (cf. Augé, 1995), in the participants’ responses, seeing a 
particular screen as seemingly ‘indifferent’ signals not sameness, but, on the contrary, 
intimate significance.   
 
Compared to other “posters” in the area, this screen is “fancy”, because it “changes, 
it’s very digital, it’s not just a plastered ad” (P9; P12, P13, P11). In that connection, 
“you think [that] what’s [displayed] on the screen has to be important” (Dennis). 
Newcomers deem particularly “appealing” the screen’s “brightness … plus the 
movement”, associated with popular environments such as Piccadilly Circus, while 
“this is a similar idea, at a smaller scale” (P9). When she saw the screen in Old Street, 
Rebecca felt “very international”, with a sense of “a big score and a big city”. In her 
first encounter she drew on her previous technologically mediated experiences of 
urban screens. “You see it on TV, in Japan, New York … with a lot of communication 
and technology”.  
 
Referring to the screen in daily chats has the status of showing competence in popular 
culture. “Like, ‘have you seen the advert for this?’ The new car, the new “Lexus”. 
You see it on an advert that there’s a new car. Like ‘yeah, I’ve seen it somewhere 
before, where have I seen it…oh, [it] could be the screen in Old Street!’” (P14). A 
sidelong glance at a message like ““Virgin” advertising [the TV series] “House”” 
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home. As the respondent (P14) walked through the roundabout while on a lunch 
break, he saw ““Virgin” advertising “House” moving from “Channel 4” to “Virgin 
Sky 1””, and thought “bastards … they took it [away], so now I’ve got to subscribe to 
them [in order] to watch it”. His incidental encounter with the screen supplemented 
his “moral economy” of consumption of the series in the home (cf. Silverstone and 
Hirsch, 1992). 
 
Residents and regular passers-by negotiate the screen as ‘homely’ by comparing it to 
home television. The screen is both “like” and “not like” home television. The screen 
uses “digital technology”, but does not have “sound” (R4). It has a similar 
(“rectangle”) shape, (“framed”) form, and size (“quite big”) (P6; P3), but it does not 
offer a “remote control” (R4; P5), nor is it watched from a “sofa” (R1; P2). After a 
long period of (the continuing) negotiation of the presence of television in the home, it 
is urban screens that are now being domesticated as “little tell[ies]” in the street (R5; 
R3), where television viewing initially started (cf. Yoshimi, 1999). Once ‘wild’ new 
technologies, television sets are now reliable forms of making sense of urban screens. 
As part of the complex process of “conversion” (Silverstone and Hirsch, 1992), one 
item is domesticated with reference to another already familiar one. However, 
practicing urban space requires not only reading familiar forms, but also engaging in 
familiar activities. 
 
Although they employ “tunnel vision” more in some than in other situations while 
passing by, for many participants ‘tunnelling out’ the screen rests on their unreserved 
a priori cancellation of interacting with anything that has to do with commercial 
activity in public space. Patrick regularly gets disappointed. “I look up and … [see] a 
repetitive image or images I’ve seen before … and then I feel like I … wasted my 
energy to look at this … I feel someone’s cheated on me”. “The pedestrian world is 
mine”, says Patrick, in line with Nora who expresses that claim spatially: “because it’s 
there”, the screen is “trespassing … my area … my territory”. However, the pedestrian 
critique of ubiquitous outdoor advertising – a very common pattern in the data – in 
this study tells us less about the Habermasian (1989) concerns about the public sphere 
in the context of outdoor advertising (cf. Mattelart, 1991: 210), and more about the 
repulsion to advertising as a routine form of interacting with the known screen.  
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me something I don’t need” (Brian), the passer-by can ‘deal’ with the screen-
mediation more easily. I acknowledge the difficulty of dispelling the “irrelevant” 
messages (Nora), and the “anger” (Patrick) and “emptiness” (Elaine) felt about many 
advertisements. As Robins reminds us, in studies of the pleasures of media 
consumption, we should not forget “vulnerability and anxiety, and the consequent 
motivation to avoid discomfort and unpleasure” (1994: 455, my emphasis). However, 
in the context of domestication, criticising advertising as “predictable” and “shallow” 
functions as one form of domesticating the changing images as known. 
 
Nora “devise[d] a radar” to ‘read’ the screen’s presence in her surroundings, so as to 
successfully avoid interacting with it. She heralds her “radar” with the motto: “to 
combat the enemy you need to know them”. Seen repeatedly as “irrelevant”, the 
screen can be stably known as “irrelevant”. But the status of Nora’s statement is 
clearer when she admits that “you just can’t avoid” noticing the screen, because, as 
others said, “it’s so flashing” (R4). Thus, domesticating the screen must be repeatedly 
confirmed by mastering it as “irrelevant”. As Nora explains, 
I don’t think it was a one-time decision. It happened many times. I’ve been 
faced with information that’s irrelevant to me and I feel like I wasted time. … 
Maybe I decided I’m not gonna notice it and started ignoring it. 
“Ignoring” – the passer-by’s wilful suspension of giving attention to the screen – can 
also be sensed, conversely, in the screen’s selective mode of address.  
 
Elaine feels that the advertisements on the screen speak more to “trendy” young 
people who traverse the site heading towards the clubs in Shoreditch. The screen, in 
Elaine’s terms, addresses “somebody in their twenties who’s got an edgy eighties 
haircut and is into … the ‘right’ kind of things”. Elaine read the screen’s economic 
configuration correctly. The owner suggests to its clients that the advertising panels in 
the area are “targeting the notoriously hard to reach audience of affluent young 
professionals” (JCDecaux, 2009a). Elaine passes by the screen, and notices youngsters 
gathering, glancing at each other, and ignoring the screen. She remembers the times 
“long ago” when she was “into” the same things as them, a lifestyle which has been 
“remov[ed]” from her. As she passes by the screen, Elaine feels herself to be “pretty 
much invisible” to the young people. Having lived in the neighbourhood for eight 
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people”. While the known screen is relatively ‘invisible’ to her in her daily passages, 
she finds her own ‘invisibility’ in the place projected on the screen: the screen is 
located where she feels ‘inside’, but which speaks more to those existentially 
‘outside’.  
 
Deciding about interacting with familiar images can assist locals in making the screen 
feel ‘homely’. As he exits the estate, a young man (R13) chooses to engage with the 
screen when it features a “Sky News” slide. “I watch it at home. Because I see it 
poppin’ up here, I do pay attention to it”. “Sky News” is his choice both inside and 
outside his doorstep. His choice-making moves with him, it translates from the 
material mastery over buttons in the home to tactical manoeuvres in the street. Instead 
of pressing a button, the respondent pauses by the gates. Instead of changing the 
channel, he carries on down the street. As the studies of everyday practices based on 
de Certeau’s ethos suggest, “the act of arranging one’s interior space rejoins that of 
arranging one’s own trajectories in the urban space” (Mayol, 1998: 11). Appropriating 
urban inventory happens “in the tension between … an inside and an outside, which 
little by little becomes the continuation of an inside” (ibid., original emphases). 
Thereby, “the limit between public and private” is negotiated as “a separation that 
unites” (ibid.). Television content is pre-programmed in both realms, but passers-by 
have developed skills of articulating their preferences in both spheres, though not 
without complication.  
 
Across all responses there was a working confusion between making choices about 
watching television in the home and creative forms of compensation for a lack of 
choices in the street. All participants accentuated that they are “always” free to “look 
elsewhere”, but also claimed the home as the exclusive site where they can choose 
what to watch. Although perhaps invisible, the activity of making choice is not absent 
from the interactions with public screens, as McCarthy suggested (2001). Absent is 
the remote control, but the activity of choosing is compensated for by other kinds of 
activities. Because the use of remote control originates from home television 
consumption, its material absence from interactions in the street disguises as 
nonexistent the various ethno-methodological alternatives to channel ‘flicking’, which 
have been made routine, and hence, unavailable to immediate reflection. 
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of control, articulated as “your decision to do something with the TV”. By 
comparison, “you can’t influence what’s on [an urban screen], you just walk by” 
(Dennis; P7). If pressing buttons materialises the ‘doing’, then ‘making choices’ is 
discursively kept in the space of the home, where the buttons reside.
81 On the other 
hand, the urban screen’s projection of a limited number of images, shown in equal 
durations, informs a sense of regularity, which assists managing the screen 
immaterially. As Paul explained, “I know it’s in my line of vision. … I’m gonna walk 
past, but I’m not gonna, like, turn to see what’s on. … It’s trying to tell me something, 
but I don’t think I’m really interested”. Paul locates the screen in his “line of vision”, 
and positions himself accordingly, in order to avoid reading the message. His 
conscious not turning of his head towards the screen – the presence of which he is 
aware, as an expected object in his familiar surrounding – is part of his consumption 
of that screen. His knowledge of where the screen is located and how it works, 
informs his routine of choosing (not) to interact with it. However, the changeability of 
images requires him to keep checking whether and how anything in the familiar 
corner is different since he last saw it.  
 
Although Patrick normally avoids communicating with the screen, thinking, “most of 
it is rubbish”, in the research session, “I found myself looking”. Having noticed a 
previously unseen image on the screen, he felt “compelled to look”. We can 
understand the significance of his statement in connection to Paul’s ‘naming’ of the 
screen in his diary as “a billboard that didn’t use to be a digital one”. Paul remembers 
the material transformation from the print to the digital screen, for it is in encountering 
a change in the lifeworld that a familiar, and experientially ‘invisible’ object, reveals 
its presence (cf. Seamon, 1979; Moores, 2006). “[The surface] was blank for a long 
time” during the installation of the electronic screen, which happened “a year or two, 
or so ago”. The appearance of the corner still changes as part of the screen’s everyday 
operation. Every 9 seconds there is another image displayed: the news is updated 
instantly, while the advertisements are changed weekly. The change of images on the 
                                                 
81 McCullough suggests that the contemporary design of media technologies strives to lessen the 
number of buttons, but not to the detriment of the repertoire of controls given to the user (2004: 85). At 
the level of design and use, the ““pushbutton” convenience was a hallmark of a modern age”, but it 
grew into a “cumbersome convolution”, whereby “the household videocassette recorder has become a 
standard emblem of incomprehensibility” (ibid.). The latest tendency can be summarised in the 
following motto “know how to empower, not overwhelm” (ibid.). 
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within, rather than of the known environment. In turn, even once domesticated, the 
screen still requires ongoing domestication. 
 
Unlike “stickers”, “things written”, “graffiti”, “gums stuck”, and “things squashed”, 
the screen can instantly show something different, and “out of curiosity you end up 
wondering what they’re gonna advertise next” (Paul). In turn, passing by the screen 
every day requires deciding “‘let’s check out what’s over there’” (P9). Even when 
“tunnelling vision” whilst in a rush or not apt for interacting with the environment, “I 
might still be provoked to keep looking, because … living here, I’ve seen that it 
changes” (P9). This requires the respondent to keep an eye on the corner’s changing 
outfit (the images), and check “do I know what it is [that it is showing]. ‘That’s a new 
ad, I’ve never seen that campaign before, interesting!’ Things like that”. In this 
intimate co-dwelling, as Ahmed put it, “history “happens” in the very repetition of 
gestures” (2006: 56). Glancing at the screen is part of the respondent’s biography of 
living in the area. 
 
Seeking routine in encountering that which changes, ‘insiders’ have developed a way 
of ‘fine-tuning’ their attention. They differentiate between looking, seeing and 
noticing. They can “see” the image, but not “read” the text (R2). If the image is “not 
to the norm” (Kenneth), they might be “noticing what it’s saying” (P7; R6). As 
another respondent claims, “I noticed when [a particular advertisement] appeared, and 
I’ll probably notice when it’s no longer there” (R4). The present technological 
configuration of the screen plays one significant part in inviting ‘insiders’’ glances. 
Previously, removal of the old billboards announced the change of images, which I 
find similar to the “intervals”, such as music, used in broadcast television before the 
introduction of flow (cf. Williams, 1990: 111). A new image is displayed on the 
electronic screen from a remote control station, without the intermediary ‘blank’, 
requiring the locals to keep glancing, if they are to be aware of what their “territory” 
(Kenneth) is composed of.  
 
Along those lines, we can understand the interviewees’ preference for the printed to 
the electronic advertisements. The former takes “time to communicate with me”, 
suggesting that “there could be more to discover in that photograph” (Veronica), 
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(Patrick). While a printed advertisement suggests that “that product’s gonna be there 
for a hundred years”, the electronic image “just disappears” (Patrick). Brian reflects 
on the increasing presence of advertisements by referring to how many “strangers” 
(non-residents) there are in London. He links mediated and actual “strangers” as 
ephemera that complicate his work of maintaining the space domesticated. Similarly, 
Patrick prefers the “Sanyo” neon sign in London’s Piccadilly Circus, because it looks 
like a monument that “never changes”. What if the screen in Old Street was viewed 
while sitting down, and as if it was a ‘static’ billboard? 
 
During our interview at the café across the road, Elaine looked at the screen 
continually. “After about half an hour”, she discovered that “it’s got a finite number of 
adverts”, and found that “[h]aving gone from being quite interested in it, now I’m not! 
It’s sort of distracting now”. Elaine’s frustration had to do with her continual, 
focussed viewing of a screen designed for brief, passing glances. The screen was also 
designed to be viewed from a particular distance.  
 
Fig. 40: Continual viewing 
 
When seen from much closer than its designer imagined, the screen “sort of loses its 
magic” (Elaine). As pointed out in Chapter 2, the blinks of individual bulbs are 
discernible as images only when viewed from a sufficient distance. Everyday passages 
include coming so close to the screen as to see “[more] the diodes … and less the 
image” (Dennis).  
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Fig. 41: Coming near                                                        
 
Just before the screen leaves his horizon, all Dennis can see, with disappointment, are 
the “diodes” producing “fields of light, which don’t end up in something”. Thus, 
though useful when seen as images in negotiating a nicer looking place, the screen can 
also, in each passage, be ‘disillusioned’ as ‘use-less’ “diodes”.  
 
Although many residents say they would, if they had the power, terminally “turn it 
off” (“hell yes”, R4), many would “keep” the screen-technology and change the 
contents. Most interviewees would feature art, while the residents would prefer 
“community information” (R4). More significant in our context is their shared 
preference for a screen that is “constantly green” (Nora), “blank” (Dennis), or that 
“never changes” or changes only “once a month, or every six months” (P4). All 
respondents find encountering stable spatial arrangements of their lifeworlds 
important, because “each time you walk out the door, you know you’re coming back 
to the same place” (Laura).  
 
Passing through the corner, means being momentarily cloaked in the scenery of the 
changing colours of the screen’s illumination, the cars driving by and others passing 
through, occasionally screaming or breaking glass. The familiarity with the area as 
“lively, and … on the arty-crafty side, always quite cutting edge … feels secure, but I 
don’t mean as opposed to unsafe, but just, you know, at-home” (Elaine). In making 
the technologically mediated corner a place in which interactions with the screen are 
routine and passing through is habitual, passers-by negotiate a sense of “at-home-
ness” (Seamon, 1979: 78) in their neighbourhood. 
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Fig. 42: “At-home” 
In each encounter, 
you recognise [the screen]’s there, hasn’t been stolen, you kinda confirm ‘this 
is the place where it’s usually supposed to be … so fine … let’s carry on’. … 
It’s familiar that it’s there … [because] it belongs to the interior … of this 
space (Dennis).  
Referring to what is designed as exterior with the word “interior”, Dennis signals he 
has domesticated the screen. The screen’s disappearance from the roundabout would 
“force me to rethink this place. Especially in this fast paced city, it’s good that not 
everything changes”. Though relatively unpleasant, the screen is one point of Dennis’ 
“attachment” to the area (Seamon, 1979: 75-77). In Dennis’ words, “it’s not nice, but 
it’s  comforting that [the screen] is there”. As long as the domesticated screen is 
“there”, the roundabout will have its regular equipment in place, and it will be just as 




A controllable screen is a good screen! 
(Dennis) 
 
In this chapter I suggested that interaction with the advertisements and news screen in 
the transitory footway of London’s Old Street Roundabout is a transient activity, 
which manifests itself as a seemingly insignificant dimension of passing by. Though 
part of rhythmical passages, (non)interaction is ‘enveloped’ in circumstance, such as 
the changing presences of unknown others, traffic, and weather. Drawing on 
Williams’ idea of television flow (1990), I described passers-by’s encounters with the 
screen’s continuous stream of images as spatial and temporal co-incidence within 
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street-miscellany. Contextualising this situation, I suggested that passers-by interact 
with the screen while ‘walking-viewing’ (interacting with space for pleasure) and 
‘tunnelling vision’ (prioritising an efficient and secure passage). In both cases, 
passers-by have developed myriad skills of ‘dealing’ with the encountered screen, as 
well as ways of ‘coping’ with its continued presence in their lifeworlds.  
 
Passers-by ‘deal’ with the screen by glancing at it from various distances and 
strategically re-focussing on other screens and other passers-by, in relation to which 
the screen can be situationally useful as a source of information, public illumination, 
an escapist getaway, and a point of focus or avoidance in communicating with others. 
Making the practices of ‘making use’ routines allows passers-by to ‘cope’ with the 
screen’s presence. To local passers-by the screen has become not only a piece of street 
furniture, but also an unfavourable form of advertising, comparable to other kinds of 
urban screens and messages, as well as home television. The residents in particular 
domesticate the screen by highlighting the uses of its illumination, aesthetics and 
advanced technology, thus projecting onto it their desires about the security, 
cleanliness and progress of the site. Since the screen changes images beyond the 
passers-by’s material control, “checking what it’s showing” has the status of 
continuing the domestication of the screen. As the everyday passers-by ‘fine-tune’ 
their attention between looking around, seeing the familiar screen and noticing its 
changing images, interaction ‘moves in’ their universes of passing by, and becomes a 
constituent part. Re-assigning the advertising screen to different roles, and perfecting 
their skills of resistance to the level of habit, allows everyday passers-by to pass 
through the roundabout, in the midst of other objects, routinely. In the following 
chapter I explore interactions in the space codified singularly as ‘transportational’, and 
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  1616.1 Introduction 
 
I don’t care if it’s imposed on me, I can escape it. 
(Alena) 
 
In this chapter I explore encounters with technologically mediated others and 
‘elsewheres’ in the extensions of London’s streets – the tunnels of the London 
Underground public transport system. Unlike the street, the LU space is constructed 
and codified principally as transportational. Its design encourages passengers to move 
continually and one-directionally. At the same time, the attention-seeking display 
screens that almost entirely cover the enclosed surfaces with various forms of 
advertisements, invite pausing and looking around.  
 
The quotation above is commonplace among my respondents’ attempts to verbalise 
their habitual resistances to advertisers’ “impositions”. Advertising agencies promote 
not only the screens but also the entire LU space as a particular form of “media”, 
(alongside “buses” and “rail”), whereby “scale and ubiquity” of advertising in the LU 
“guarantees” success in addressing “captive” audiences (CBS Outdoor, 2010a).
81 My 
respondents, by contrast, speak of employing myriad ethnomethods of appropriating 
the screens as providers of up-to-date information on topics of interest, as images of 
more pleasantly looking elsewheres, or as things to be looked at in avoiding the gaze 
of others. Encounters with screens are, essentially, circumstantial: interactions occur 
alongside contending with crowds, finding one’s way around, and calculating 
“efficient” travel. Those familiar with the LU space engage with screens whilst 
‘zoning’ in and out of ‘inner’ thoughts, ‘scanning’ the environment, and choosing to 
interact with particular messages according to personal topical ‘menus’. As I intend to 
illustrate, the skills of resistance belong to the habits of practicing the space of transit, 
in which screens form the scenography of everyday travel.
82  
 
I begin by reflecting on methodological site-specificity in the LU, which required me 
to focus not on one, but on a series of screens, and to supplement my procedure with 
                                                 
81 See also Cronin (2008: 98-100; 2010). 
82 I take the term “scenography” from McCarthy’s observations of the placements of television sets in 
spaces densely populated by other forms of signage, such as restaurants, whereby “TV images become 
scenographic elements of the space that surrounds them” (2001: 132). 
  162covert participation. I move on by providing a spatial analysis of the route chosen for 
research. I then focus on my respondents’ accounts. Firstly, I describe time-space 
routines (moving efficiently) and site-specific visual cultures (looking away from 
others), which principally contextualise interactions. Secondly, I explore the practices 
of appropriation and habituation of the changing screen-scenography. I conclude by 
arguing that the presence of attention-seeking screens complicates habitual passages 
through the LU, inasmuch as they present everyday passengers with changes of 
familiar space. While looking where they are “automatically” going, commuters also 
keep glancing at new images and technologies, in order to domesticate them as known 
and expected, and to maintain familiarity with the space of their everyday travel.  
  
6.2 Methodological Site-Specificity  
The Underground provides transportation not merely by trains, but through and within 
its architectural totality. It consists of tunnels, designed for circulation of both the 
passengers and the trains. Passengers’ itineraries prioritise personal time-space 
efficiencies over situational curiosities and incidental detours. In order to explore 
engagements with screens in such contexts, I had to rethink my methodological 
procedure. 
 
Asking people I encountered on the LU to allow me to join them on their trips, and 
then to give up two hours of their time for me to ask them questions about it, was 
overwhelmingly difficult, to the extent that it had to be managed in the tradition of 
“snowballing” (personal recommendations of potentially helpful participants) (Bloch, 
2004: 177). The qualifying criterion for participation was possession of some to 
considerable travel experience of the set route. The following individuals participated 
(with years of residence in London indicated as a relative sign of their existential 
‘insideness’ and ‘outsideness’; cf. Relph, 1976; Moores and Metykova, 2009, 2010): 
Nicola (32, 1 month), David (28/5), Brian (35/6), Alena (30/7), Edward (32/7), Igor 
(45/18), Emma (25/19), Mario (43/20) and Peter (49/49).
83 
 
I cannot ‘introduce the site’, as in other cases, with a spatial analysis of an emplaced 
screen. Incorporated in the space is not one, but a series of, screens. I also had to 
                                                 
83 See Appendix 8 for further information about participants. Mario participated in the pilot research on 
a different route, but with significant contribution of new data to the study. See Appendix 2. 
  163decide which portion of the Underground would be manageable for research within 
the limited scope of this study. Assuming, from the standpoint of phenomenological 
geography, that the respondents are more likely to notice the latest (technological) 
innovations as signs of change in familiar space, I distinguished between varieties of 
moving image screens that include:  
a)  large screens with live news in the foyers of interchange stations, 
b)  sets of small screens installed next to escalators,  
c)  moving image screens in the corners of corridors, and 
d)  cinematic projection screens on the platforms.  
I also sought to include the characteristic architectural structures that direct passengers 
and position screens differently, such as station’s entrances and exits, escalators, 
corridors, interchange tunnels, and platforms.  
 
I designed a route that was likely to be taken by many passengers in Central London. 
All except one pilot project participant (Mario) took the same route, for the purpose of 
comparability of data. I guided the respondents as follows:  
Enter the Charing Cross Station, go to the Underground, take the Bakerloo 
Line, two stops westbound to Oxford Circus Station, change for the Central 
Line westbound and exit at the next stop, Bond Street Station.  
Issues concerning security demanded further research flexibility. I researched during 
January and February 2010, at a period of significant anti-terrorist measures, 
noticeable by policing sensitivities to taking photographs of stations (Mailonline, 
2009). London retains memories of the terrorist attacks on 7 June, 2005, that took 56 
lives in the LU. As the British capital was preparing to host the Olympic Games in 
2012, any behaviour standing out from what was assumed as usual (such as looking 
around and talking into a microphone) ran the risk of inviting authorities’ 
intervention.
84 To avoid inconvenience for the participants, I joined them on the route 
while they were producing their ‘walking diaries’. I walked slightly behind the 
participants, so as to stay outside their viewpoint. I interviewed them immediately 
after leaving the station. 
 
                                                 
84 My repeated attempts to discuss my research with the Travel for London managing authority were 
not successful. 
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other cases – what the participants did as they spoke or remained silent while 
producing diaries. The cost, however, was occasional interference of my presence. 
When the bodily flow would bring us very close to each other, some participants 
looked at me when making a point, as if in a conversation, and effectively missed 
looking at a screen. Further complications had to do with producing a diary while 
travelling. ‘Outsiders’, like Nicola, noticed a screen, but did not report that whilst 
“trying to find way around”, while ‘insiders’, like Alena, sometimes remained silent in 
order to hear a traffic update announcement.  
 
I separately took the route for the ethnographic observations. To avoid attracting the 
authorities’ attention, I worked in “covert participation” (Hammersley and Atkinson, 
2007: 83, 142-143, 89), exploring, along the way, what it means to be ‘a passenger’. 
“How do you avoid becoming a suspect character?”, Löfgren asked himself (2008: 
346) when exploring Copenhagen’s train stations. I performed for the surveillance 
cameras in the LU, by acting in ways I assumed would be safe. “Movement may give 
you away”, Löfgren noted (ibid.). “I feel the glances from others”, he continued, “as 
they try to find out what kind of person I am – waiting for someone or just hanging 
about?” (ibid.). I felt no glances, I kept moving. My behaviour oscillated between 
attentive looking around of a tourist, and the routine moving through of a ‘usual’ 
passenger. 
 
I had to adapt my observations (repeated at different times of the day and the week) to 
the syncopational exchanges of trains and passengers. The quicker the train arrived, 
the shorter was my observation at the platform. I could not instantly take notes whilst 
on the pre-programmed escalators or in the busy corridors. The imperative was to 
follow the flows and memorise any points until outside the station where I can write 
them down.
85 Accordingly, I did not take all the photographs presented solely on the 
chosen route, but also at other stations during pilot research (in 2009), when 
photographing was treated more liberally. 
 
                                                 
85 My narrative is a construction of fragments, collated from repeated observations, each time 
witnessing some events which were never repeated. Reflecting on his research in the Paris Metro, Augé 
similarly concluded that “these subjective and objective elements can never truly be totalized” (2002: 
49). 
  1656.3 Spatial Analysis 
Providing an important infrastructural skeleton in sustaining the everyday life of the 
British capital (Amato, 2004: 167-172), the LU transports 89 million passengers a 
week, between 260 stations (TfL, 2010). In this section I explore the spatial relations 
of architectural structures, screens, and passengers on the research route.  
 
The spacious rail port, Charing Cross, is a space criss-crossed by passengers waiting 
and passing through. Several small convenience shops meet the eye in between 
information panels and advertisements. On the opposite side from the entrance, 
passengers taking over-ground trains form groups of observers that patiently study 
departure information. Right next to the information panels, in an identical position, 
size and scale, a wide moving image screen features mute live news and 
advertisements (Fig. 43).  
 
Fig. 43: The foyer 
 
While the lists of toponyms on departure panels textually map elsewheres reachable 
by trains positioned behind the panels, the large television screen invites one to travel 
further: to starved African villages, European sports stadia, or imaginary film scenes. 
If waiting for a train, according to advertisers’ assumptions (cf. McCarthy, 2001: 99-
100), does not qualify as doing something useful, the subsidiary visual resource (the 
screen) is there to remedy such a ‘deficiency’. Reading the screen is encouraged as a 
‘productive’ activity that can ‘fill’ the time spent on waiting. To paraphrase Harbord, 
such viewing situations evolve in a “contingency” between the screen’s invitation to a 
“pleasure” of viewing images of other spaces and times, and its actual messages, such 
as news on “trauma at a distance”, discursively suggesting that the viewing pleasure is 
possibly “disrupted at any moment” (2007: 132).    
 
  166Numerous passengers rush through the foyer amongst the signposts and other 
advertising screens. The floors reflect the advertising imagery with visual ‘stains’, so 
that the entire space is punctuated by spots of artificial light in changing colours and 
shapes (Fig. 44).  
 
Fig. 44: Virtual stains 
 
A corridor takes the passenger to the Underground station. Posters that cover 
individual surfaces interchange with standard-sized screens, at various positions in 
relation to the moving onlookers (Fig. 45). 
 
Fig. 45: Surface-size-form 
Admittance gates require passengers to present their tickets for automatic inspection 
and validate their entry. The path immediately continues to the escalators that take 
passengers in a steady motion deeper underground.  
 
Before taking the escalator, many pause in front of the map to check which signs they 
should be following. Travelling on the Underground involves passengers in a complex 
spatial practice of moving between places lived over-ground by referring to dots on 
the map of underground tunnels (Fig. 46).  
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Fig. 46: The London Underground Map 
(Source: http://www.tfl.gov.uk/gettingaround/14091.aspx) 
 
Harry Beck’s iconic 1933 “diagram” is, according to the TfL, “a “Journey Planner”” 
and “not” a map, because “is not a literal representation of distance and geography [of 
London]” (Vertesi, 2008: 27). However, passengers refer to the map’s “clean, clear 
lines, easy angles, pleasing spacing, and bright colours” (Brunsdon, 2010: 201) as 
opposed to “the chaotic city above ground” (Vertesi, 2008: 9). The map presents an 
“elsewhere” (Brunsdon, 2010) not just to London, but also to the Underground itself. 
The map offers its user a bird’s-eye view, inviting them to think of their journey by 
planning it from above, and to enact the plan by moving underneath, through corridors 
that orient them towards those locations. The space of the Underground is, in the sense 
of its use along the “lines that direct us”, directional space, promising through its 
orientations “the magic of arrival” (Ahmed, 2006: 16).  
 
Escalators carry passengers down the diagonal tunnel, directing one’s sight towards its 
lower end. However, alongside the moving stairs, sets of small moving image screens 
‘augment’ the space panoramically (Fig. 47). As the transport system takes care of the 
passengers’ movement, advertising can suggest them where to look. 
 
Fig. 47: On the Escalator 1 
 
  168Advertising agencies promote the LU space as advertising space by seeking to 
capitalise on the institutional arrangement of ‘mobile stasis’ (promoted with signs 
such as “stand on the right” and “do not run down the escalators”). The agencies 
promote the screens next to escalators as a form which “dominate[s] this 
environment” (CBS Outdoor, 2010c), and the activity of taking the escalator as “a 
classic ‘empty moment’” which passengers seek to fill with “long duration glances” at 
screens (“Outdoor Advertising Association PowerPoint presentation”, quoted in 
Cronin, 2008: 107). I will consider what passengers do or do not do in relation to the 
screens later, but I cannot delay asking why passengers, observed repeatedly at 
different times, show so little observable signs of engagements with screens? It seems 
that the ‘captivity’ on the escalators requires, in order to work, additional passenger 
participation. 
 
Rather than with a single long screen, the walls are ‘pierced’ by many small screens. 
They feature two seven-second long videos in loops across groups of five screens. A 
passenger can ‘read’ little more than a second of the narrative from each screen. In 
order to follow the narrative of the video, the passenger must ‘work through’ the 
interruptions between the individual screens as the escalator moves. Is this why many 
passengers, while looking away from the screens positioned on their side, look, in 
fact, towards the screens on the opposite side of the tunnel? Taking a greater viewing 
distance for ‘stitching’ the visual fragments into coherent narratives, some passengers 
view videos shown next to the opposite escalator.
86 Bodies appear as if seamlessly 
sliding up or down, while actual movement is discernible, paradoxically, in-between 
them, on the video screens. 
 
Passengers step down from the escalator in brief acceleration, caused by inertia in 
response to the sudden termination of automated movement. In a small interchange 
alley the corridors divide towards different train lines. The corners of the interchange 
space, the only solid dead-ends in this labyrinth, are further extended with 
representations of other spaces on individual moving image screens. Passengers move 
at varying distances from the screens, covering the projections nonchalantly. No one 
                                                 
86 Historically, by focussing on objects that appear furthest away from train windows, rail passengers 
learnt to manage their inability to grasp the changing scenery from the moving carriage, because “the 
more distant objects … seem to pass by more slowly” (Schivelbusch, 1986: 56). The LU passengers, 
similarly, look to the opposite side of the tunnel in seeking the perspective of distance. 
  169protests against missing seeing a video message. The mute screens tell promotional 
stories about goods such as personal transport vehicles, ‘augmenting’ the site with 
representations of more kinetic business.  
 
In the corridors one enters a bodily flow organised in directions to and from the train 
platforms. The flows range from relatively balanced processions of passengers who 
rush (typically during workday mornings and afternoons), to the more ‘messy’ 
movement, on either side of the corridor, of those walking more leisurely (most 
frequently at weekends). The traffic in the corridors seems to be self-regulative: new 
incoming passengers clear any momentary blockages.  
 
The narrow corridors with relatively low ceilings are encased with tiling to which a 
dense series of posters are attached, converting the corridors into ‘galleries’ of 
advertising pictures, dispersed evenly on both sides. Passing through in small groups, 
some passengers can be heard commenting on advertisements. A message caught by 
the eye is conveniently inserted in conversation as a new topic (with remarks like 
“Have you seen [the film] “The Wolfman”?”), without a reference to the screen-
source. A quick glance suffices to ‘bring in’ an image-theme from a screen, a practice 
carried out as routinely as clicking a link on an Internet browser. 
 
                   Fig. 48: Corridor 
 
Continuous movement is also one obstacle for advertisers in addressing their captive 
audiences in the LU. This is perhaps why the advertisements in the tunnels are 
repetitive. But if, as we move, we see the same images appearing here and there, have 
we actually moved from here to there? The ubiquity of advertising in the Underground 
  170is, ultimately, self-defeating: advertising reaches a point of such visual excess that it 
renders itself banal. The presence of music performers contests such spatial 
consistency.  
 
Passing by the busker affords one a unique perceptual dimension in what can seem a 
homogeneous environment. The echo of their music heard in crescendo before and 
decrescendo after the encounter helps to give a better sense of elapsed distance – a 
piece of information, paradoxically, difficult to grasp when travelling underground. 
Musical performances invite street situations. “Hi mate, where are you off to?”, a 
busker asks a generous passenger, and, by initiating a conversation, temporarily 
fractures the continuous flow.  
 
Before a train collects them, the passengers gradually fill the waiting area along the 
platform. Billboards and cinematic projection screens present the advertisements to 
the onlookers en face. The videos play in loops, beginning automatically anew when a 
train leaves the station. 
 
Fig. 49: At the platform 
 
As in the case of the escalators, the platform space also encourages stasis (coupled 
with looking at screens), with signs and oral announcements such as “use the full 
length of the platform” and “stand well away from the platform edge”. Advertisers 
reference those signs to embed their messages. One such video starts by quoting 
“mind the gap”, and presents a sequence of bird’s-eye views of sunny mountains and 
seaside resorts, inviting passengers to visit the portrayed locations, if only until the 
train arrives.  
  171Travel functions in the LU space as both an immediately practiced and represented 
activity. Electronic images of other places present themselves as locations already 
reached by mere looking, which activity, on the other hand, takes place during 
ongoing actual travel. According to Sterne (2006), the conflation of actual and 
mediated travel in the LU is not at all accidental. Prioritising “what communication 
and transportation are” to “what they do”, Sterne argues they both share 
“instrumentality”, of allowing one to reach distant destinations (2006: 126, original 
emphasis).
87 In other words, “social reality is made not only at the level of symbols”, 
but “is also built and organized, a world of motion and action” (ibid. 118). In our case, 
as Brunsdon reminds us, discussing the LU as a cinematic representation, a map-
image, and laboriously built physical space, “no electronic elsewhere can be 
understood without attention to its historical precedents and material bases” (2010: 
198). From this standpoint, I want to consider the spatial dimension of circulation in 
the LU.  
 
Three different spatial sectors – being present somewhere (in the standardised space 
under the ground) in anticipation of reaching elsewhere (a particular location above 
ground), while already reaching the represented imaginary elsewheres by sight, 
complicate the sense of here. Augé has written about transportational places, 
standardised by signage, as “functional … [and] non-symbolised” “non-places” (1995: 
82). However, my respondents’ claims lead me to suggest that screens offer spatial 
augmentations, rather than annihilations of the Underground. The LU space references 
over-ground places by displaying names of lines, as well as by announcing “next” 
stations, and “east”, “west”, “south” or “north” directions. By fostering movement 
toward places, the LU space does not negate, but postpones place. In my view, the LU 
space is neither an anthropological place nor a technological “non-place” (Augé, 
1995), but an intermediary space directed and directing toward place. The LU space 
invites anticipation of reaching place through its transitionary some-place, such as the 
train platform.  
            
As the air, pushed by an approaching train, starts blowing through a darkened tunnel, 
the projections at the platform cease. The actual movement of the train terminates the 
                                                 
87 Compare this with Park et al.’s contention that “transportation and communication … are primary 
factors in the ecological organization of the city” (1968: 2).  
  172visual movement seen on the walls. So the passengers’ attention shifts from the 
screens to the black hole, out of which, at any second, a rushing train will suddenly 
appear at speed carried over from a dark elsewhere. I bridge my spatial analysis with 
the subsequent analysis of participants’ accounts, with Augé’s comment about the 
Parisian “Metro” users, “is the only thing these multiple solitudes have in 
common…the not entirely fortuitous coincidence of their daily schedules?” (2002: 
42). In the following section I suggest that spatio-temporal routines in the LU are 
interwoven with the situations of encountering screens, and other fellow passengers. 
 
6.4 Time-Space Routines and Situational Visual Cultures 
 
When I’m trying to get somewhere, I like to be moving … ‘Cause that’s the 
reason of the Underground, to get you where you want to go.  
(Edward) 
   




As the statements above suggest, movement is the principal context of interactions 
with urban screens in the LU. Before considering how interacting with screens links 
up with routines of everyday travel, I want to suggest that we can better understand 
contemporary creativity of use of the LU as a space of mobility, against the stasis that 
characterised the use of those same spaces, during the war period, particularly the 
“London Blitz” in 1940. As was notably illustrated by Henry Moore (Fig. 50), the LU 
tunnels, though designed for transit, were inhabited as a safe shelter. 
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Fig. 50: Henry Moore: “The Shelter Perspective” 
(Source: Read, 1965: 145) 
 
Historical records suggest authorities prohibited sheltering in the LU, fearing it 
“would lead to a troglodyte existence”, but they “found themselves powerless to move 
the swelling crowds” (Mack and Humphries, 1985: 53). Witnesses recall “just 
pretend[ing]” they were travellers until pulling out “our old blankets and our pillows 
on the platform”, which commentators understood as an important episode in the 
development of “an attitude of self-reliance and community initiative” (ibid.). Citizens 
still re-work the institutional arrangements of space, albeit now in favour of travelling 
“efficiently”.  
 
Traversing the city involves pedestrians in complex spatial practices, which primarily 
include skilled estimations of cost-benefit calculi in deciding which mode of 
transportation at which time and for which location one finds most “practical”. Good 
travel connections guided Alena’s decision about where to live: 
[Commuting is] an everyday point of your life, so you must work out how it’s 
going to work for you. You think: how am I gonna commute to work, where 
my best friend lives, where my boyfriend lives, plus how you get to Piccadilly 
Circus to go to the theatre, and return home by midnight … If all that fits, then 
that’s a good area [to live in]. 
Once one adapts to the limited number of connections that the LU can make 
infrastructurally, one begins developing practices of making use of its space. Learning 
how the system works prepares one for moving through its space routinely. Alena 
“tried all different ways and checked the times and convenience[s] … to see which 
[itinerary] is quicker”. Edward, on the other hand, claims, “I don’t even do that 
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other means of transport].” Like Bull’s respondents (2000), Edward ‘attunes’ to the 
flow of transportation. “I have my music on and … I wheel through … and get to 
where I want to be as quickly as possible”.  
 
Edward’s tactics include intentionally taking “the wrong” corridor. It is worthwhile to 
move against the signs “just because I know there is a quicker way to get out! 
(laughter)”. The sign before the “wrong” turn “directs you up and down the stairs, all 
over the place”, whereas Edward finds it more convenient to “just go over one point 
and straight [to the desired platform]”. Heedless of surveillance, Edward lives de 
Certeau’s “common hero” figure (1984) in a victorious jois de vivre of re-working 
architectural constructions by ignoring institutional signage. In terms of time, the 
operation saves him: “I have no idea…probably about 30 seconds?” If saving time is 
to Edward secondary to “win[ning]” place (ibid. 37), we must look further into the 
values that time-space routines have for their practitioners. 
 
Explaining her most usual form of tactical positioning, Alena speaks about taking “my 
own spots” on the platforms “where I board the train”. She chooses the carriage that is 
likely to stop “at the right exit [to the linking corridor] so that if you’re late, you don’t 
have to move [far] on the platform after leaving the train”. The goal is to optimise 
time spent on travel, according to her, rather than institutional calculations. The 
sophistication of commuters’ practices in creating personal itineraries is such that it 
can never be fully replicated by the crudity of choices for movement offered by online 
travel services and satellite navigation systems.  
 
As we enter the train in the research session, Alena rushes happily to a seat next to the 
doors, commenting: “this is my favourite spot … very convenient for reading, mind 
you!” Taking a seat is of ultimate necessity for Alena because then her “personal time 
starts”: “as soon as you sit down you know ‘that’s it’: you have another half an hour 
for yourself, [for] sitting down, reading a book, thinking about something else”. 
Sitting down is one form of Alena’s inhabitance of the LU space. “When you sit down 
you have that much space around you and you know it’s the space for your book, for 
yourself. And, you don’t need to care [about], maybe only acknowledge, what is going 
on around you”. Reworking institutional space by inscribing within it activities of her 
  175“personal time” articulates Alena’s sense of domesticity in the LU. “I feel almost as 
good as at home if I have a seat and I have my favourite book. Then [the trip] goes 
really quickly”. As Alena concluded, describing “my [underground] station” and 
“line”, as well as “my favourite [night] bus”, “it’s a good system if you know how to 
use it”. 
 
Dwelling in the LU for up to two hours a day formulates the question of transport in 
terms of the time one must manage for the purpose of reaching remote destinations. 
What can make a trip ‘successful’ is the ability to match the immediate activity of 
travel with other, especially home-based activities. “When you’re on the 
Underground, you’re not really doing much, are you”, says Alena implying a sense of 
travel time as ‘empty time’. Peter, similarly, refers to taking “the same repetitive 
journey every day” as “wasted time” and “not time well spent”. In that context, 
“checking” screens as common providers of potentially useful information can qualify 
as “doing” something “useful” while travelling. According to David, screens 
sometimes “offer information about things you didn’t know about”, such as new 
films: “you see the poster and think ‘Oh, this would be interesting to see’”. Like 
David, Emma and Brian, Alena also reported “checking that I’m not missing out on 
any interesting movies, books or exhibitions”. As she put it, “you’re bored, you’re 
waiting, and there’s a picture; it visually attracts you … because you are hoping to get 
something interesting out of it”. If media consumption is increasingly encouraged as a 
way of spending not only work, but also leisure time productively (Spigel, 2005), 
interactions with screens in the LU as ‘time-filling’ activities also relate to the 
intermediary (travel) time: the “neither leisure nor work” time (Berry and Hamilton, 
2010: 112, 120).  
 
‘Productive’ travel for Edward means orchestrating the use of his mobile phone screen 
with the information and advertising screens on the platform: 
I have the phone in my pocket, usually my music will be on … and if you go 
‘Oh, 2 minutes till the train’, I’ll look at the [advertising] screen then, waiting 
for the train to arrive, and then I usually get my phone out when I get on the 
train, to read something.  
Edward’s “body ballet” (movements organised in a certain “skill”, Seamon, 1979: 54), 
is based on ‘juggling’ the use of private and public screen technologies. When on the 
  176train, Edward ‘works through’ travel by engaging in activities other than travel, like 
studying, typing or thinking for work. This doubling of activity allows Edward to use 
the travel space as “an extension of the workplace” (Berry and Hamilton, 2010: 121; 
cf. Lyons and Urry, 2005; Moores, 2005: 99). The double management of personal 
time-space calculi of travel (moving through efficiently and interacting with screens) 
shapes the circumstances of walking through the corridors. 
 
In the busy corridors one must respect that only one person can be on one spot at a 
time. The presence of screens can complicate this premise by offering encounters with 
representations of others on the walls. As Nicola explains, “I turn my head behind my 
shoulder to see them as I walk”. Or, as Emma put it, “I’d stick with [the screen] by the 
time it’s out of my view.” Others develop a range of ‘follow-up skills’, such as 
making a note of “interesting information” on the mobile phone and exploring it 
online after returning home (Igor; Alena). The immediate “orientations we have 
toward [actual and mediated] others” in that way, as Ahmed reminds us, “shape the 
contours of space by affecting relations of proximity and distance between bodies” 
(2006: 3).  
 
Stopping for casually looking is out of the question, because when in the LU, 
according to Nicola, “you’re rushing … you have to move”. Under the ground, as he 
says, “everyone moves so fast, they communicate that sense of urgency that you have 
to be fast”. Going with the flow is also a matter of performing ‘insideness’. 
 
Fig. 51: Busy corridors 
 
Those walking like ‘explorers’ will cause the “frustration” of ‘experts’. Alena, like 
David, complains about “tourists never realis[ing] you have to go with a certain speed 
  177… [rather than] slowly as if looking at the shops”. Thus, only when the corridors are 
less busy, “it’s OK to look at images” (Nicola). Having considered the negotiations of 
imperatives such as where to move, and what to do, I move on to the next subdivision 
of everyday practices in the LU, those of negotiating where to look.  
 
While agencies promote the moving image technologies at platforms as those 
addressing passengers “when they are actively looking to be distracted and engaged” 
(CBS Outdoor, 2010b), according to my respondents, noticing advertisers’ messages 
is largely a matter of circumstance. As Edward put it, “the moving images and the ads 
and stuff, they’re just something to see while you’re looking around. … You’re not 
there because you want to”. Looking, seeing and noticing, as well as not seeing and 
not noticing whilst looking, are the key forms of participating in the visual cultures of 
the Underground. If passengers, simply, must look where they are going, moving 
through space covered with screens makes it difficult to avoid noticing the screens. 
Before considering the very encounters in the next section, here I provide a contextual 
sketch of the LU space as a playfield of vision, in which noticing screens happens 
alongside encountering or avoiding encountering others.  
 
Although I focus on visual cultures, I want to stress that the experience of the 
Underground is multi-sensorial. Respondents speak of sensing “that smell” of the 
Underground (Igor), which is “the kind of second-hand air smell” (Peter), then 
“listening to the noise [of trains]” (Mario), “that squeaking” (Peter), also “the nice 
breeze” on the escalators (David), and “the air coming out [of the tunnel] when the 
train comes” (Peter), as well as the feeling that “the ‘Tube’ is always warmer [than the 
street]” (Emma). In their diaries respondents explicitly referred to all senses other than 
vision (never mentioning anything like “there is a lot to see”). Vision is their pre-
reflective resource in travel. It takes practical priority over other senses in the activity 
of moving through the Underground space, covered with screens.  
   
All respondents initially apologised that they “don’t really notice anything in 
particular” whilst on the Underground. They habitually look around, but rarely see 
things. As the interviews progressed, the respondents admitted that they do notice 
some things around them. Gradually, the respondents uncovered wealthy stores of 
  178details, ‘buried’ safely in their pre-reflective spatial knowledge. The following excerpt 





I just looked at the scenery, and I looked at the floors,  









Normally they don’t. Especially when  






You can see people coming towards you.  
And most of the people are looking away,  
looking at the posters, but sometimes they look at you,  
and then you quickly look at something else.  
 
Curiosity, inspection, and the necessity of navigating safely through the busy 
environment all intersect in the Underground, occasioning incidental looks at actual 
and technologically mediated others. Such situational circumstances conflict with 
advertisers’ expectations. 
 
Taking the escalator up, Emma “followed” the moving images with her eyes, but also 
noticed that that the same video runs on both sides of the tunnel. She looked at the one 
shown next to her fellow passengers on the opposite side. However, many of those 
standing there did the same.  
 
Fig. 52: Where to look? 
  179Having fallen in the visual ‘trap’ of others’ incidental gazes, Emma spent the 
remainder of her trip on the escalator looking at the back of the person standing in 
front of her.  
 
Fig. 53: On the escalator 2 
 
Similarly to the situation of a husband pretending he is watching television just to 
avoid communicating with his wife, as described by Bausinger (1984), the LU 
passengers also find looking towards screens useful when avoiding exchanging 
glances with others:  
These ads come very handy when you find yourself sitting across someone [in 
the train carriage] who’s looking at you in a way you find uncomfortable. So 
you can always look at the advertisements rather than look away or make it 
obvious that you feel uncomfortable. (Mario) 
As can be seen on posters promoting eyeglasses (Fig. 54), advertisers are also well 
aware of the LU’s visual cultures. 
 
Fig. 54: Advertising looking 
 
  180Echoing Benjamin’s concern about the absence of the returned gaze from those on the 
cinematic screen (1999b: 222), advertisers reference and co-construct LU’s visual 
cultures by staging images of direct gaze in an attempt to establish communication 
with incidental onlookers (Fig. 55).  
 
Fig. 55: ‘Returned gaze’? 
 
We read a similar conflation of ‘actual’ and ‘mediated’ glancing in diaries made by 
participants. In the examples below, there was little effort made to differentiate 











If the above fragments of Igor’s and Alena’s respective diaries share the manner of 
linguistic articulation, they testified to two different orders of events. Igor referred to a 
corporeal, whilst Alena commented on a technologically mediated other. Travellers 
welcome both kinds of encounters as eventful episodes that can challenge the LU 
space codified as one of constant one-directional moving. Transient intimate 
encounters with others form what Brunsdon called “public privacy” in the LU (2010: 
199). Underground travel, in that perspective, exists as “[a] collectivity without 
festival and solitude without isolation” (Augé, 2002: 30). In other words, “only 
individual itineraries give [the underground space] a reality, and yet it is eminently 
social”, negotiated by those momentarily co-present (ibid. 35-36). However, if, 
following Robins, “vision” always connotes “a double presence” – the seer and the 
  181seen (1996: 134), looking at corporeal and represented others is inconceivable without 
the paralleled gaze of absent others through electronic surveillance.  
 
To David the all-encompassing surveillance system is less significant than the inter-
personal inspection. He experiences the “CCTV” cameras “as inanimate objects rather 
than someone at the other end looking down”. The co-present observation is “more 
personal”. Receiving looks from unknown others “sometimes makes me really 
uncomfortable. …  I typically look away. … I ‘see them off’!” David defines his 
looking at others as situational “scanning, not staring”, signalling a form of ‘vision-
literacy’, skilfully practiced in the Underground. 
 
Fig. 56: Double screening 
 
As I suggest in the following section, the fleeting encounters with screens are the 
situations in which commuters not only re-work screen-mediations, but also negotiate 
the LU space.  
 
6.5 Resisting the Screen-Scenography  
Having illustrated, in the previous section, the contextual opportunities for, and 
restrictions from, engagements with screens from the angles of personal transport 
proficiencies and situational visual cultures, in this section I focus on the interactions 
with screens. Living, in her daily commute, the notion of ‘captive audiences’, Alena 
contends that, unlike in the streets, in the LU “you’re stuck with [advertising], [with] 
nothing else to do”. As I discussed in Chapter 2, McCarthy discussed the absence of 
the remote controls in transport spaces on the basis of the civic action needed to 
protect individuals from the mediations ‘imposed’ on an individual “body, or at least 
  182the sensorium” (2001: 109-110). In this section I report on myriad other ‘relevant’ 
ways in which people routinely reject the screens’ invitations to communication in the 
contexts of both stasis and movement.  
 
While standing on the escalator or a train platform, that is, waiting to continue 
moving, passengers may enter silent dialogues with images, and attempt to gratify 
their situational desires for momentarily leaving the space. While walking, passengers 
are busy contending with the crowds and finding ways around, whereby interacting 
with screens happens in a series of transient encounters. Interaction in the corridors is 
nonetheless skilled. As I report in the second part of this section, respondents employ 
sophisticated ethnomethods of ‘picking up’, and then ‘disposing’ images, ‘on the go’, 
at will, while ‘zoning’ in and out of ‘inner’ thoughts, ‘scanning’ the screen-
scenography, as well as ‘menuing’ its messages according to momentary personal 
topical interests. I already considered some examples of situational uses of screens in 
the Underground, such as: keeping oneself up-to-date by glancing at screens as 
sources of potentially useful information, and gazing at the screens in order to avoid 
others’ glances. I begin this section by exploring some other forms of uses, such as 
assessing graphic design, focussing thoughts and escapism, through which travellers 
can resist the advertisers’ messages without the use of remote controls or power 
switches.  
 
I saw Brian standing and looking at a large poster before him while waiting for a train. 
In the interview Brian explained his encounter with the poster by comparing it to his 
experience of the grand moving image screens above ground, in London’s Piccadilly 
Circus. He systematically avoids looking at the screens there, so as “[not] to give them 
that satisfaction of grabbing my attention … with really cheap tricks”. The problem 
here is not with the commercial activities per se, since, as Brian confirms, they make 
part of urban life, but with the mode of address that those screens employ:  
Trying in the cheapest, brassy way … just saying “THIS!” “BUY—THIS!” 
Just by being so obvious, big ... There’s no thoughtfulness, it’s very shallow. ... 
Somehow it’s telling you you’re an idiot. It’s not trying to engage you in some 
dialogue, just yelling. And trying to deny the choice you have of not looking at 
them … No subtlety! 
  183Although the Underground is highly saturated with advertisements, Brian feels that 
“you can communicate with those posters” at train platforms. While the “loud” and 
“huge” multiple screens in Piccadilly Circus invite “a sense of confusion” with 
“endless movements”, the fairly big (but not overwhelmingly “huge”) still images in 
the LU “in some way ask you to think” and see “what it is they do” to draw 
passengers’ attention. Rather than turning his head away, Brian ‘tames’ the posters as 
knowable, by studying with curiosity the design strategies they employ to convey their 
messages on the ‘static’ (printed) space they have.  
 
Other participants like Emma, Nicola and Peter speak in similar terms about the habit 
of assessing individual advertisements. As someone who long ago worked as an 
advertiser, and left the job due to excessive stress, Peter can still “appreciate the layout 
[that]’s got a bit of design or thought or care behind it”. He then engages with the 
poster as a case of a creatively formulated message. Nicola, on the other hand, 
remembers posters by their pictorial and chromatic creations: “I remember [the] one 
[for] the insurance company, [with] a beautiful sunset. I don’t remember the product 
of the other one, maybe it was a perfume, but again it had beautiful colours”. Through 
their analyses of designers’ creativities, respondents make use of posters as 
aesthetically pleasing parts of the Underground space.  
    
Emma engages with posters on the platforms by profiting from their size, location and 
mode of operation. She makes use of still images to focus her thoughts. While waiting 
for the train, she performs her time management calculations by going through things 
she needs to do later. In doing that, Emma finds it practical to locate a familiar poster, 
and to make use of it as a safe ‘place’ to ‘anchor’ her eyes. For the purpose of 
illustration, Emma agrees that the ‘anchorage’ can be compared to holding a bar on a 
moving train. She makes use of the screen as a focal point in “looking at something” 
while “thinking of something else”. With a change of thoughts, she moves on to a 
different poster. 
 
Both Emma and Brian, like other solitary travellers, suggest that interacting with 
posters can “somehow” help them “feel less alone”. As Brian finds himself studying 
“every little detail” of the picture (the shapes, colours and small print), he feels 
“maybe almost you can have a relationship with them”. The “relationship” with 
  184posters can be useful in negotiating the sense of place. Emma studies the orientation 
panel that displays a portion of the Underground map pertaining to the stations within 
close reach. She thinks of the displayed stops as places to which she has already been, 
or would like to visit. The printed toponyms provide her with momentary gates to 
locations above ground, at which she would prefer to be, while thinking of them under 
ground. For the same reason, she also imagines train tunnels being covered in images, 
“‘cause I don’t like the dark bit. If [the train] stops, and I can’t get out...” Commuters 
routinely make use of screens as gateways to various elsewheres.  
 
As Alena explained,  
I usually look at [advertisements for] cheap flights, beautiful pictures of Egypt 
and Greek islands or something, to take my mind away. Blue beaches, white 
sand... When I see a budget airline’s ad, I’m already there, name the country!  
In her diary, whilst at the platform, Alena paused by a “beautiful image of a 
mountain”. She remained silent, enjoying the screening. Later she explained that in 
such situations “you don’t concentrate on the place where you are, but on the place 
where you want to be, the place shown to you”. Achieving the sense of leaving the LU 
space while viewing representations of other places serves Alena as a form of “mobile 
privatisation” (Williams, 1990: 26). Williams’ discussion about going places through 
television viewing may have been identified with the use of the remote control in 
suburban living rooms, but it may also now be offering a way of understanding the 
consumption of moving images during corporeal travel in an underground 
‘somewhere’.  
 
Commuters interact with images of other places as potential getaways, not necessarily 
to those places, but away from the space in which those images are perceived. Take 


























Igor and David contrasted the space in which they were physically present and the 
space to which they simultaneously projected their presences. Stating that he “would 
like to go anywhere”, while already going somewhere, David made use of an image of 
Glasgow as a brief escape from the LU. Engaging with the advertisement for travel 
complicated both his sense of place and his sense of crossing space.  
 
In their respective diaries, Alena, Igor and David, as other participants, did not 
explicitly refer to advertisers’ messages, or to the mediated nature of witnessing other 
places. “Blue Lagoon” and “beautiful mountains” appeared in their diaries, not merely 
on ‘screens’ and ‘posters’ placed in the “Tube”, or as advertising, “the multiple and 
impersonal announcements of goods, services or commercial ideas” (Mattelart, 1991: 
31). The “Lagoon” and the “mountains” appeared on a par with the features of actual 
space, such as “more traffic” in “dirty” corridors. This (dis)connection tells us not 
only that the presence of screens in the LU for commuters is taken-for-granted, but 
also that commuters make use of images of other spaces in experientially negotiating 
the circumstances of their corporeal travel.  
 
The informal name “Tube” for the Underground serves David as a practical way of 
making sense of the mediated elsewheres represented therein. He thinks of the screen 
before him as, in fact, one side of a ‘tube’ that “connect[s]” to a camera pointing at a 
[projected] scene outside”. Looking at the screen, “you feel like you’re looking 
through, you’re looking outside. … When you look at screens you can see other things 
through them. … You can go through it somewhere else”. David’s account echoes the 
modernist architectural conception of “the window” in the house as “a lens”, and “the 
  186house itself” as “a camera pointed at [the outside world]” (Colomina, 1994: 311-312). 
For the commuters, the screen seen in the space encased by walls, and codified by the 
imperative of looking, works similarly. The screen does not merely project images 
inside, but is, experientially, turned into a window for looking outside the tunnel. The 
long history of rail travel has taught passengers the unique “panoramic” viewpoint 
offered through the windows of an (overground) train, cutting through the landscape 
as a “projectile” (Schivelbusch, 1986: 52, 54). Thereby, a passenger “may be able to 
send their eyes out the window, thereby vicariously extending their personal space” 
(Goffman, 1972: 53). If interaction with technologically mediated elsewheres can 
inform their sense of place whilst in the Underground, passengers make the screens at 




Fig. 57: Looking through the screen-window 
 
However, according to my respondents, making use of screens as windows is not only 
a form of negotiating the circumstances of travel; escapism itself is contingent upon 
circumstance. Images are often covered, obscured, or interrupted within the system 
that displays them. As Edward put it,  
Going down the escalator you can’t watch them if you’re walking, you can 
                                                 
88 Conceptualising screens as windows has been a focus of cultural analysis, especially in Manovich’s 
work on the “genealogy of the screen” as “a window into another space” (2001: 95-97), and Friedberg’s 
(2006) study of the history of the architectural frame (window) and its similarity to contemporary 
media forms such as cinema, television and computer screens. 
  187only watch if you’re standing.… And at [the] platform there’s usually 
something on and then the train usually arrives half-way through it, and then 
they cut it off.  
To sum up, by turning the institutionally created terms of communication to their own 
ends, the ‘captive audiences’ perform myriad creative appropriations of commercial 
messages as resourceful imagery in practices such as: escapism, gathering 
information, assessing graphic design, focussing thoughts, and managing inter-
personal communication. Making use of screens (cf. Lull, 1990) in managing their 
everyday travel allows passengers to compensate for the lack of control buttons. As I 
suggest in the remainder of this section, the practices of appropriation are most 
successful if carried out as part of routine moving through the screen-scenography. 
 
‘Insiders’’ interactions with screens are part of their ‘master practices’ of shifting 
attention between ‘inner’ and ‘outer’ stimuli, a notion taken from Simmel (2002). 
What Simmel and later writers who followed him ignored is that such ethno-
methodological procedures in interacting with environments operate routinely. Below 
I consider what the respondents call zoning ‘in and out’ of ‘inner’ thoughts, scanning 
the environment, and choosing its “interesting” particles according to personal topical 
menus. The ‘zoning-scanning-menuing’ protocols are by no means set rules operating 
according to pre-determined scenarios. Rather, they are fluctuating stages between 
commuters’ various modes of pre-conscious and conscious engagement with familiar 
surroundings covered with changing screens. Giving attention to such practices should 
help us better understand how interactions with urban screens function as spatial 
activities.  
 
Reflecting on her habitual “looking” in the Underground, Alena explains, “if you’re in 
your routine of going to work, you concentrate on your work, you don’t have [the] 
energy and desire to be involved [with environment] too much”. On the other hand, on 
weekends, when she is more relaxed, she notices “much more” than at other times: “I 
notice people, I notice [how] they dress, what they talk about, the books they read. … 
I would even talk to someone, if someone starts talking to me”. Being involved with 
‘inner’ and ‘outer’ stimuli forms part of a practice David calls “switching” between 
“zones”, or “zoning”.  
 
  188David has perfected the practice to the extent that he is able to tentatively schematise 
it, for illustration:  
There’s three stages: there’s one in which I am completely ‘out of [the 
surrounding space]’. I’m zoned into something and I am not thinking about 
anything else. The other one is where I am thinking about something while 
walking down there, but if something jumped out … that I have personal 
interest in – that would pull me ‘out of [the zone]’. And at other times I’m just 
walking and my mind is just flying like a ping-pong ball in different directions 
[so] as to see different stimuluses [sic]. 
If we can agree that neither of the two ends of the ‘in’ and ‘out’ on the ‘zoning’ 
continuum are ever to take absolute forms, it is in David’s “other” “phase” of zoning 
that we should look for moments when the display screens “jump out” and “collide” 















[That] poster did catch my attention.  
And that stopped me from thinking about my topic …  
I saw there was “zero crashes”. And that’s not true,  
‘cause my “Chrome” crashed on me.  
And I like that sort of information. That set me off talking.  
I like trying new technology and so [when] I see  
[the advertisement is about] something I am currently  
looking at using myself, maybe there’s something on that I can learn about.   
 
All participants said they only engage with messages in which they are “interested”. 
They recognise them as they ‘scan’ the countless messages in their surroundings, and 
‘filter’ them by ‘menuing’ them according to personal interests.  
 
For Peter, “scanning” is a habitual feature of his everyday, comparable to the 
interview situation: 
  189I’m sitting in this café and scanning, looking at other people, I do it all the 
time. … your eyes will fall on someone who’s ‘interesting’ … it’s the 
extremes that you focus on … It’s the same thing with those adverts, you will 
scan [them], and maybe it’s just a small detail that you will focus on, the logo, 
the trademark, the colours, it could be anything. 
That “anything” will be in conversation with “something” that is already, as Peter 
says, “playing on your mind”. Similar to Robert’s ethnomethod of ‘picturing’ 
environment (Chapter 5) is Alena’s ethnomethod of picking a message from a sea of 
messages around her: 
It’s easy, isn’t it? You take a photograph in your mind, and for the rest of the 
second, while you’re pushing with other people, you’re thinking about the 
image. Whether it reminded you of something, or it says to you something 
new... And then most likely, if you are interested in it, you can have a second 
look, most likely it will be [displayed again] only a few meters further. … [The 
posters] are repeated, so you know what the colours are [by which to recognise 
it], and when you see it again, you read more details. 
‘Insiders’ read the advertisements displayed in corridor-galleries as thematic cues to 
various topics. As David explains, “when I’m scanning, I’m not necessarily thinking 
about each poster, I would get a flash of an idea … and then it would disappear 
quickly … unless it’s something [related to] my [topical] ‘menu’ that I would want to 
see”. 
 
Participants ‘scan’ the advertisement-topics and ‘menu’ them in their continually 
changing lists of topics of interests. Interacting with a message in the LU is, in that 
sense, a matter of topical compliance. When ‘matching’ occurs, whatever David was 
thinking about alters, until he can “go back to the general thread of whatever the topic 
was”. As David put it, “I could probably write the ‘menu’ down. If I was an 
advertising executive I would know how to target myself”. The status of ‘menuing’ is, 
then, in recognising whether “I’d find it enjoyable to actually … do the thing, or eat 
the thing, or go to the place, or read the thing that is … being advertised”. Such is 
Alena’s practice of perpetual glancing at the screens in her casual search for whatever 
might help her update her lists of ‘relevant’ things. She finds it most practical to 
compare her hobby-like browsing of advertisements in corridors to “read[ing] the 
  190[women’s] magazines”, which, as Hermes also reports, is similarly inattentive, yet still 
a skilled practice (1995).  
 
Equally habitual and sophisticated is the converse practice of refusing unwanted 
messages. As Igor explains, after encountering a video for designer clothes, “I 
automatically kick out the idea that I would be buying Burberry”. He ‘disposes’ such 
messages momentarily: 
You just start thinking about something completely different. I notice it, just 
notice, and clear it out from my brain, as simple as that. I just say to myself 
“OK, not interested!” Turn your head and look for someone cute-looking 
(chuckles), coming from the opposite side. … It happens in a second. … It’s a 
show, like a scene going on inside you, you know, left and right.  
The left-right panoramic view from the personal ‘cockpits’ allows passengers to see 













I must say, [in] the first tunnel [there was] an overload ... 
there was [sic] too many posters close to each other. … 











Walking along that big corridor … I was just  
bing, bing, bing, bing, bing, left and right!  



























































It was ‘bombardment’! It was too much, in-yer-face! …  
You’re walking through the narrow little way  
… [and] the ads are everywhere! 
 
As David’s and Igor’s respective diaries suggest, passing through can require from the 
“common hero” (de Certeau, 1984) laborious message-disposal. Thus, although used 
in quiet processions to and from the train platforms, the LU corridors can be 
experienced as mini-communicational battlefields. The implication of this finding for 
how we might understand interactions with urban screens is that dealing with overall 
information overload, passengers are often involved in rejecting all, including 
potentially relevant information. According to David:  
Advertising is ‘guilty until proven innocent’, and I’m gonna discard it before 
and quicker I’ve examined it properly. When I see advertisements, I would be 
edging towards just ‘scanning’ it and moving on.  
However, on his way home David sometimes finds himself “trying to solve a problem 
for work”, and spends the entire journey feeling that he did “not see a thing”. Being 
‘zoned in’ for David does not conflict with his movement through the tunnels: 
I guess you’re on some kind of an ‘auto-pilot’ that’s doing that for you. … 
Until you’re familiar with the route, you gotta … work out where you’re 
going. But I guess you have multiple processors, and small processors [are] 
dealing with that bit and the rest is dealing with what you’re thinking about.  
David’s “small processors” ‘read’ screens consciously (particularly when a change in 
the scenery “snaps you out of [‘being zoned in’]”), while “the rest” stores his pre-
conscious knowledge of the space. David carries out the trips on the Underground by 
“switching” between the two domains, which allows him to simultaneously navigate 
the Underground and master the surrounding visual excess.  
 
Fig. 58: ‘Zoning in’ 
  193As I sought to illustrate in this section, participants interact with screens in the space 
of their everyday travel while routinely ‘zoning’ in and out of their ‘inner’ thoughts, 
‘scanning’ the environment and ‘menuing’ the messages of interest. If screens are 
made useful in the situations of waiting for trains and walking through corridors, I 
must, finally, ask how do people carry out those activities so routinely and remain 
‘zoned in’ (involved with ‘inner’ thoughts) whilst in a space that is abundant with 
attention-seeking screens? Knowing the environment allows commuters to perform 
multiple activities and to navigate the complex spaces, which also requires them make 
known the portions of space that frequently change: the display surfaces. In the 
following section, I explore the status of interactions with screens in the process of 
habituating the Underground space.  
 
6.6 Domesticating the Screens, Knowing the Underground 
 
This place is timeless. This could be like [the] 60s, 70s, 80s, 90s... Until you 
see the ‘animated posters’.  
(Peter)  
 
I always look at them. The little things. … It’s the only thing that happens in 
the Underground. The moving images.  
(Alena) 
 
Though from different temporal horizons, the above quotations point us to the same 
locus of ‘relevant’ activity under the ground: the moving image screens. This is not to 
argue that screens create something themselves. As I illustrated earlier, quite the 
contrary, advertising images do not merely “stand out” from the flux in the LU by 
their distinguished visual presentation. What they do stand for in the eyes of those 
familiar with the LU space is spatial novelty. On the other hand, it is possible to infer 
from the accounts in previous sections that repetitive images on previously seen 
display screens inform commuters’ familiarity with the space of the LU. If, following 
phenomenological geography, being familiar with the everyday environment is one 
elementary dimension of inhabiting it (Seamon, 1979; Moores and Metykova, 2009, 
2010), what can the encounters with changing screen technologies and images tell us 
about everyday transfers through the technologically mediated spaces of the LU?  
  194As I suggested in Chapter 2, urban screens operate dually, as individual signifiers and 
indivisible parts of plural urban structures. My respondents in the LU also interacted 
with screens by both singling them out as separate, and referring to them as similar 
elements in an endless series. More precisely, ‘insiders’ consistently reported noticing 
‘new’ screens and images that “stand out” as “different” from the ‘known’ ones. 
Considering those differences should help us understand how is ‘knowing’ the 
Underground, as the space of everyday travel, possible, given that some portions of its 
space, namely, the screens, keep changing. Let us first get a clearer sense of the status 
of encountering screens in everyday commute. One such articulation comes from the 
advertising industry itself. 
 
An unsigned message, displayed in the time of this research, with the purpose of 
promoting advertising on the Underground to the potential clients, spoke the language 
of the target audiences’ daily routines and situated the “poster” as a ‘household’ item 
of the everyday travel space.  
 
Fig. 59: Advertising familiarity 
 
I underline the following extract: 
Come rain or come shine, you can be sure there will be something here to 
read, transporting you away for three minutes while you wait for the train. ... 
We know that now and again it’s good to have a few constants in your life. 
One thing you can always be sure of is that this poster, or another one just like 
it, will be here to fill those few empty moments in your otherwise busy day. 
  195While crediting “the poster” for what is actually the creativity of commuters in 
pursuing escapism (“transporting you away”) and productive travel (“to fill those few 
empty moments”), the above message promotes the “poster” as a source of what 
Giddens calls “ontological security” (1990) in the LU space. In other words, the 
continued presence of posters in the space of everyday travel is assumed to inform the 
passengers’ sense of “constancy of the surrounding social and material environments 
of action” (Giddens, 1990: 92). Indeed, in their diaries, participants referred to screens 
as taken-for-granted objects. Contrast the earlier laborious ‘shielding’ from excessive 
image-saturation in David’s and Igor’s diaries with the following excerpts from 






















































I was thinking... 




















I suppose as you pass by the posters,  
you notice something that you’ve seen before … 
whereas with the person it’s always something  
different, like, they’re doing something unusual,  




























Alena and Edward referenced screens as common goods that form the interior 
surfaces, rather than as merely functional interfaces designed for communication with 
messages brought by spatially dislocated broadcasters. Edward in particular 
demonstrated his everyday acquaintance with the LU space by regarding the 
advertisements as irrelevant. The silences in Edward’s diary suggest that screens have, 
in fact, “withdraw[n]” from his attention as he navigates the space he knows by those 
screens’ “readiness-to-hand” (Heidegger, 1962: 99; cf. Ihde, 1990: 31-41, 47). The 
screens compose the scenography of Alena’s and Edward’s everyday travel. The 
screens are, to use a phrase from Ihde, “in a position of mediation” (1990: 73, original 
emphasis). The two participants noticed changes, such as the lack of “interesting” or 
“new” imagery, the absence of the busker, and an ‘outsider’ who got lost, all against 
continually seeing the known screens. By contrast, as we saw in the previous section, 
David and Igor respectively employed ‘shielding’ practices in defence from 
“bombardment”. The four participants are ‘insiders’ inasmuch they have become 
familiar with the route in their daily commute. However, in the last several years, 
David and Igor have included walking and cycling in their transport routines, making 
their visits to the LU less frequent than before. As the advertisements change, so their 
familiarity with the space in which the advertisements are situated varies. It is in this 
sense that we read across the four diaries varying degrees of familiarity, not only with 
advertisements, but also with the space they help to form.  
 
Learning about the environment covered with screens requires one to learn about the 
screens themselves. Electronic screens, as opposed to posters, complicate the work of 
familiarisation with the LU space for the newcomer Nicola, because he has to “focus 
  198more on the moving image screens in order to acquire more details”. Nicola’s 
experience of changing cities in which he lives taught him to always keep looking 
around: 
even when you know a place...because you can always get something 
different. You notice some things, at other times you notice other things … 
Acquiring details of a place is never complete. … In a new place you have to 
record everything. And you can’t do it in one shot, you have to practice the 
place. … Over time you need less and less new information. 
Requiring “less and less new information” about the environment,
89 allows Alena, an 
‘insider’, to move through routinely: 
When you go [to the LU], you don’t choose your carriage, you don’t choose 
your train, you don’t look at the map, because it’s all already there, it’s a 
machine-like procedure. ... It is all happening because my mind knows where I 
am. You do the same route every day. … You know that you’ll be there 
tonight and tomorrow. It’s not like ‘oh, I definitely have to see [the 
advertisements] now!’ All depends on if I have any important things to think 
about.  
Thus, as I indicated above, interactions with screens are indivisible from the 
dimension of familiarity with the space in which the screens appear.  
 
To Igor, the dense presence of screens indexes the entire London’s “West End”, 
recognisable by its commercial activities, whereby “you are ‘bombarded’ constantly 
with some ads … [and] under the pressure to buy something”. Similarly, “from the 
moment you enter ‘the Tube’, [there are also] posters which sell something”. To Peter, 
“every station looks very similar… because the posters are similar”. In such accounts 
screens serve the ‘insiders’ as objects of orientation, as “objects we recognize, so that 
when we face them we know which way we are facing” (Ahmed, 2006: 1). Thus, it is 
not merely (or primarily) maps of lines and stations that inform the commuters’ 
movement, as much as familiarity does, in that it ““gives” the body the capacity to be 
orientated in this way or in that” (ibid. 7). Let us then notice that the ‘sedimentary’ (cf. 
Schutz, 1966: 123) accumulation of familiarity with the LU has to do with both the 
corporeal and the technologically mediated interaction with its spaces.  
                                                 
89 Nicola’s vocabulary is identical to the trans-European migrants’ articulations of the difficulties of 
“finding way around”, in Moores and Metykova’s research (2009, 2010). 
  199Nicola’s experiences of the LU are informed by both his explorations on foot and his 
encounters with images of the LU, which he saw overseas, prior to arrival. Travelling 
on the LU, for Nicola means being in the wondrous space of a film set (cf. Couldry, 
2000), because “it all looks so similar, so real, like what you see on the TV … like 
you are in the movie”. The sight of “[the] bouncing heads” under the low ceilings 
reminds David of “films of New York” he had watched as a child, before he moved to 
London. Commuting on the LU gives him a flattering “feeling of being in a big city 
and public transportation system”. The Underground for Alena “is a constant reminder 
I am lucky to be where I am. … The ‘Tube’, despite people complaining about it … 
[with trains] every two minutes, is fantastic!” Thus, various forms of familiarity with 
the LU space inform the passengers’ “intimate histories” (Morley, 2006: 204) of 
living in London, and they can draw on those histories when they encounter new 
screens. What, then, is the status of encountering change in the space known by, to a 
considerable extent, the familiarity with screens that cover its surfaces? 
 
Mario, producing a diary in earlier pilot research in a corridor where moving image 
screens had only been installed, witnessed a change not only in contents, but also in 













                                                                                                  
                                                                                                       Fig. 60: Out-of-home ‘TV’ 
Mario paused by the previously unseen screen. He made sense of the new screen by 
identifying it with household television, and by associating it with the modernist 
promise of making the travel time productive through interaction with media 
technologies (Spigel, 2005). What was new for Mario in the pilot research, was well-
known for other (later) respondents. For them, the moving image cinematic screens 
were new (introduced at the platforms after the pilot research). Alena’s initial 
curiosity about those screens also soon faded:  
  200You get used to it and don’t notice it any more. It’s not that the ‘magic’ is 
gone; you just go on looking for something new. It was a big improvement. 
When it was new, I was impressed [to see] that finally someone managed to do 
it. A lot of people were looking for something like that.  
The changes of furniture in the known spaces can invite commuters to review their 
knowledge of space and to seek ways of ‘maintaining’ the space as known. I return to 
this point at the end of this section. Now I must briefly pause to consider how 
respondents experienced the latest projectors before “the magic” started to fade.  
 
At his first encounter, David found himself studying with curiosity not so much the 
projection, but the “massive” projector: 
It was new in the environment! I probably looked and discarded all the 
pictures at that stage. … Probably [it] could have been a torch up there, and I 
would have looked up! … And the projector happened to have certain 
unknown quantities to it, which made me want to look at it more. I was trying 
to think of why you would need it to be that big. 
Inspecting the projector involved David in what he identifies as a common activity of 
“try[ing] to figure out how things work”, when the “things” to him are new. After an 
initial assessment of the object (as to “whether it is safe or not”), David went on trying 
to understand the projection machinery by looking at the resulting images, thinking 
“it’s [a] very good resolution, so the projector must be good!” This seemingly banal 
remark signals David’s work of domestication, that is, the gradual inclusion of a new 
piece of media technology into his intimate repertoire of familiarity with the LU’s 
screen-scenography.  
  
The respondents claim familiarity with the LU by referring to the temporal 
heterogeneity ‘engraved’ on the screen-scenography. The ‘new’ electronic display 
technologies appear side by side with the ‘older’ posters. Seeing the assemblages of 
‘new’ and ‘old’ technologies allows the passengers to compare them and contextualise 
the novelties. When seen next to a poster, a moving image screen appears to Edward:  
as if the idea [behind them] is that it is more ‘advanced’ and ‘technological’, 
and [that] you can do more … like, get more [messages] across with it, but 
actually you’ve got about five seconds to get through to somebody, maximum. 
And all the video ads last longer than that.  
  201Respondents demonstrated considerable ‘screen-literacy’ in recognising patterns in 
modes of operation and contents. They routinely distinguished between the pre-
recorded videos on advertising screens and the live programming known in broadcast 
television (cf. Rath, 1991), whereby the former appears as a “gimmick” (Peter; 
David). The moving image screens, which run the same short videos in continuous 
loops, appear as repetitive as the still images featured on posters.  
 
In terms of content, screens and posters can be grouped, as Mario suggests, according 
to “always the same” three key themes: “books, films, and exotic places”. Alena 
further recognises that advertisements themselves “have their stereotypes” in terms of 
layout:  
[The] British museum has a certain standard in making their posters. You can 
probably recognise them just by colours. … You know when you see [a poster] 
for a Hollywood movie, you don’t need to read the name. … All the posters 
for the theatre very rarely change. … You don’t look at them ‘cause you know 
them so well. 
‘Reading’ advertisements as messages that index for him things he is already familiar 
with, Edward (like David, Alena, Emma, and Peter) appropriates the advertisements 
as “reminders” of things he cherishes. An admirer of London’s West End musicals, 
frequently advertised in the LU, Edward finds “it’s very rare that they actually show 
me something new. It just keeps it in my memory”. Advertisements for musicals 
signify to Edward familiarity not only with the shows, but also with the LU space. 
Seeing those advertisements helps him to playfully practice his travel space itself: 
“[As I walk] I go like ‘right, seen that, haven’t seen that…’”. It is precisely because he 
has already “seen most of [the shows]” that he “like[s]” to see those advertisements. 
For Edward as an ‘expert’ in the shows, seeing the posters for musicals means seeing 
messages displayed to others: he knows more about the shows than the posters that 
advertise them can ever know. However, encountering the unchanging ‘species’ of 
screens and ‘genre’ of messages within the space covered with screens, can be a 
source of comforting familiarity but also monotonous sameness. 
 
Mario practices his connoisseurship of advertisements as he walks through the 
corridors by playing a game of guessing “is it going to be this, or that 
[advertisement]”. I suggest reading Mario’s practice as a tactic of re-working the 
  202perceived monotony of the LU space, which allows him to simulate novelty in the 
face of repetition. In fact, Mario’s game implies that in familiar spaces one welcomes 
novelty. David’s view of the new projectors at the platforms tells us something about 
the status of encountering novelty within familiar space: 
I think it’s something you need on ‘the Tube’. …  If you’re taking the same 
journey ‘day-in-day-out’, that’s exactly the same environment, nothing 
changes, nothing to stimulate you, nothing to make you think … so I guess [a 
screen can be] something new that you want to look at. 
Considering David’s (in place of many others’) account about ‘desirable novelty’, I 
must also ask, if domesticating a new screen is a prerequisite for knowing the LU 
space and moving through it habitually, what kind of novelty can assist one in 
maintaining space known? 
 
Referring to the screens in his diary as ubiquitous and banal, Mario imagines a sudden 
disappearance of all advertisements from the LU, and the potentially extreme 
discomfort that everyday commuters would then experience: 
[It] would completely disrupt our world. ‘Cause [the advertisements] are 
everywhere, man, everywhere! … Because that’s the world we live in, it’s 
your world. Even though you don’t pay attention to it, it’s there. It’s part of 
your world. … If you took them away, people would probably think that 
something is strange, that something is missing.  
In Mario’s exposition advertisements are not only inseparable from the space of the 
LU, but also from “part of” his lifeworld. In the research session, as he was 
daydreaming about a day without advertisements (which speculation he can afford 
while walking through a well-known space), Mario entered a corridor that had just 
gone under reconstruction, for which reason all posters there had been removed and 








































                  
  
Like many other respondents at all other sites of research, Mario referred to 
advertisements derogatorily. Rehearsing critical views of commercial activities in 
public space (with words such as “tacky”, “selling”, “everywhere”, and 
“bombardment”), seems to be a common Zeitgeist of contemporary living with 
advertisement-abundance. At the same time, Mario experienced the advertisement-
free zone as “interesting”, “unusual” and “frightening”. Mario’s unexpected encounter 
with space devoid of its constructing material – the advertisements – was a 
momentary disturbance of his lifeworld. Mario’s unrest testifies to the ontological 
status of advertising in the space of the Underground. Screens provide an index (cf. 
Peirce, 1991) for the Underground space, as much as their disappearance uncovers 
them “not usually occupying focal attention” (Ihde, 1990: 111). How do we then make 
sense of David’s acceptance of the new cinematic projectors as “something you need” 
  204and Mario’s rejection of complete absence of advertisements as something “unusual” 
and “frightening”? 
 
Recalling the time in the 1980s when he used to commute to work with the 
Underground (before he moved to suburbs in search for a calmer lifestyle), Peter 
referred to the LU as “timeless”, with the exception of its furniture, which is “the only 
thing that changes”. Highlighting the need for a “balance” of novel and familiar 
objects in his lifeworld, Peter ascertains: “you want security, but you also want new 
things happening”. The significance of the “new” is in that “it makes you feel alive”. 
To Peter, “seeing those ‘moving posters’ for the first time” meant “that there is 
something a bit different about the Underground, but it seems to stay the same”. It is 
precisely at the intersection of “new” and “old” that one can helpfully, according to 
Peter, “re-evaluate things”:  
If something is the same each time, it’s less memorable and you get used to it 
and it becomes ‘invisible’ … [Yet] you can’t possibly live a life where 
everything is new. You have to accept the repetitiveness and appreciate the 
novel good things when they happen. 
On the other hand, too much change can potentially harm the lifeworld, as Mario’s 
encounter with an empty corridor suggests. Peter’s equivalent would be a change in 
design of the underground map:  
That’s a classic design. … If they change[d] that, it would be a disaster. … 
I’ve lived with that for many years … You need those things to stay the same, 
otherwise your life would be totally confusing. 
Peter’s suggestion is significant inasmuch as the Underground map itself is not a 
faithful representation of over-ground space. Even though the map provides a 
distorted view of the city, it is the habit of relying on it that requires it to remain the 
same.  
 
A periodical change of the interior “scenery” of the LU for David is, at the same time, 
quintessential:  
I do like the screens, ‘cause it’s much more vibrant [there]… You can have 
more than one ad on one wall area. ... you can have dynamic scenes … It’s 
changing, so you get something new to look at.  
  205What David refers to as “something new” is a ‘manageable’ form of novelty, ‘limited’ 
in scope. Underground space is not only spatially less differentiated than the street (cf. 
Brunsdon, 2010: 200; Cronin, 2008: 109-110), but is also separated from the 
atmospheric evidence of time. It is in that sense that commuters view screens as “the 
changing things” (David). When an image changes, the portion of space occupied by 
that image seems “more vibrant”, and “alive”, because “it’s not as much of a wall it 
used to be”, but “something else” (David).  
 
In other words, domesticating novel screen technologies and images in the space 
covered with screens has the status of maintaining familiarity with that space. As 
Ahmed reminds us, “the work of inhabiting space involves a dynamic negotiation 
between what is familiar and unfamiliar” (2006: 7). The novelty that the passengers 
welcome in the monotonous LU space is seeing limited portions of its interior (such as 
individual screen technologies and messages) periodically change. The elementary 
and overall spatial organisation (such as the orientation map) must remain the same. In 
other words, dwelling in the technological space of transportation, invested with 
routines of practiced familiarity, requires encountering “a novelty within the familiar” 




In their everyday commute passengers find themselves moving through space 
designed to encourage continuous bodily flow and prevent blockage or deviance. At 
the same time, numerous advertising screens address passengers from corners, walls 
and ceilings. In response to such double institutional demand for moving straight and 
looking around, passengers carry out both activities complementarily. Commuters do 
not have the means of transforming the terms of dwelling in the LU: the narrow 
tunnels and the visual ensembles form the circumstances of their everyday travel. 
Often struggling through the “scruffy”, “narrow”, “crowded” and semantically dense 
space is a price many must pay in order to move through their city efficiently. 
However, in anticipation of the real, passengers have at their disposal images of other 
spaces, which they find useful in altering the immediate circumstances of reaching 
remote destinations in the city.  
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Engaging with the screen-scenography in the LU space while ‘zoning’ in and out of 
‘inner’ thoughts, ‘menuing’ and ‘scanning’ the screens, meant practicing the 
transportational space. Without the aid of remote controls the respondents routinely 
repurposed the advertising screens as useful in avoiding others’ gazes, finding out 
about potentially useful information, focussing thoughts or experientially escaping the 
space. Although commuters can practice such ethnomethods only in relation to size, 
scale, position and modes of address of screens, they perfect their practices to the level 
of taken-for-granted everyday routines. Making the situational uses of screens habits 
forms the basis of habituating the technologically mediated LU as the space of 
everyday travel. However, while looking was a necessary precondition for navigating 
the screen-scenography, and seeing was a situational occasion therein, the respondents 
kept noticing both ‘new’ and ‘old’ elements of their familiar space. As the screen 
technologies and texts change, commuters domesticate such novelties as desirable 
spatial diversifications of the monotonous travel space. In the following chapter, I 
explore interactions with a screen inserted in the ‘overground’ space of promenading, 
which the strollers also experience as a nicer looking elsewhere but seek to ‘make’ it a 
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  2087.1 Introduction 
In this chapter I explore interactions with an urban screen incorporated into the 
pavement of the promenade in Zadar, Croatia. Zadar is a Dalmatian town with a 
population of 100,000, and the highest proportion of its income comes from the tourist 
industry (Vjesnik, 2007). A former Roman municipium, Zadar is on a peninsula, 
where the promenade provides local inhabitants with a central space for highly valued 
evening rounds of walking and talking. The end point of the promenade was derelict 
for decades due to war and institutional neglect. In 2007, when it was refurbished, a 
22-metre moving-image screen, called “Greeting to the Sun” (“Pozdrav Suncu”) 
(henceforth, the GS), was inserted into the pavement. The City Council’s aim was to 
have people return to the site. The architect assumed that, on top of cleaning up the 
site, a particular piece of street furniture – a moving image screen – should “do the 
work” of fostering communal life on the long neglected spot (ibid.). However, as I 
intend to illustrate, the local inhabitants make use of the interface for interactions of 
different kinds.  
 
The locals appropriate the GS as a heterotopia (Foucault, 2002), an ‘other’ place, 
where they can experientially ‘leave’ the promenade, and the town’s recent history. As 
the locals documented in their diaries, they enjoy the sense of being “thankfully, 
separated from the others” whilst interacting with the screen. The locals particularly 
take pleasure in observing international tourists’ fun on the screen and view it as a 
utopian scene of social harmony that they have lacked in recent times of war. 
However, in the interviews, the locals denied those pleasures. They insisted that the 
screen is only a tourist attraction, to which the locals pay little attention and only 
interact with other fellow citizens, as elsewhere in the promenade. This paradox 
suggested that the traditional stroll on the promenade was not unchanged by the 
insertion of media technology, but neither did the creation of the screen-place lead to 
an abandonment of promenade culture. Rather, it was modified. At the renovated part 
of the promenade the locals seek a continuation of the traditional promenade culture 
(of seeing other fellow citizens and being seen by them), without giving up the novel 
pleasures of gazing at the electronic imagery and its first-time spectators.  
 
I begin by reflecting on the methodological site-specificity of the place, which 
allowed me to triangulate the data derived from diaries and interviews with participant 
  209observation (cf. Hammersley and Atkinson, 2007). After outlining, in Spatial 
Analysis, how the site was materially constructed as a place (a centrally lit spot at a 
quay added during the reconstruction), I seek to illustrate the contexts in which 
‘insiders’ (locals) and ‘outsiders’ (international tourists and Croatian visitors) 
negotiate the GS as a place. I consider the habits of the ‘insiders’ in the promenade 
such as exchanging glances and chatting with fellow strollers, as well as their glancing 
at the ‘outsiders’, who attend the GS as a tourist “milestone” site in order to gaze at 
images, play and take photographs. I then focus on the interaction with the screen and 
suggest that passers-by ‘tame’ the GS by changing viewing positions (inspecting it 
from distance as a technological object, and enjoying ‘immersive’ imagery by 
stepping on it). ‘Outsiders’ thereby appropriate the GS by identifying it with other, 
more familiar, forms of everyday media consumption, such as celebrity cultures, and 
imagine standing in the ‘limelight’. The GS, in this context, particularly serves the 
visitors from other Croatian towns as a place where they can ‘vacate’ the 
“underdeveloped” homeland and ‘travel’ into the faraway “technologically 
developed” spaces of the ‘West’. Finally, I explore the locals’ difficulties in 
domesticating the GS as a stable component of their lifeworlds. Having accepted the 
GS as a taken-for-granted, “our place”, the locals nonetheless still feel they “both see 
and don’t see” (L5) the GS, as an everyday site mediated by continuous changes of 
images and their spectators.  
 
7.2 Methodological Site-Specificity 
Studying everyday interactions with a screen in a space that has, historically, had the 
status of sustaining the community, required me to expand my standard 
methodological procedure with a stronger ethnographic component. In addition to the 
observation-diary-interview protocol used in all cases, I also draw some of my 
findings from participating in the observed setting (participant observation) (cf. 
Hammersley and Atkinson, 2007: 82-117). I found it particularly useful to speak to 
people at the GS while moving around and observing the images, as they do, given 
that the GS is not merely an object in a place of transit, but is, rather, a place itself.  
 
Another field-specific characteristic concerns the particular social context in which I 
conducted the research. Zadar is a tourist destination and I did most of my research in 
the summer season (in 2009). Most of my respondents were on vacation, enjoying the 
  210‘treasured’ time of not reflecting seriously on anything. The slow and patient 
unlocking of pre-reflective everyday experience, or meeting again to talk about 
adjacent topics, was at times difficult to sustain. Some interviews were only feasible 
in more fleeting encounters, without the introductory diary (see Appendix 9). In some 
cases, respondents were interviewed in the groups in which they interacted with the 
screen. At the GS, as in other locations of research, it was sometimes also hard to 
separate data collection from the actual social situations being studied. For example, 
seeing an attractive other passer-by distracted a group of young men I was 
interviewing, from our conversation. In other occasions, when the group with which 
the interviewee came decided to go, the individual often followed.  
 
In some cases the cost of this approach was missing some details concerning 
individual biographies. The benefit was in triangulating the interview and diary data 
with participant observation and gaining insight into a very diverse range of practices. 
Unlike in Old Street and the LU, I had very little trouble in acquiring responses. 
Passers-by also noticed me less: it seemed that no behaviour (including research) was 
less acceptable than having fun, for instance, by standing upside down. 
 
I refer to all respondents as passers-by. I distinguish between L (locals, who live in 
Zadar), V (visitors, for whom the GS is a source of national pride but who live 
elsewhere in Croatia, and occasionally come to Zadar for work, education, or leisure), 
and T (tourists, who arrived from other countries, for short holidays) (see Appendix 
9). All translations from Croatian are my own. Some expressions such as the words 
‘unordinary’ and ‘dwell-way’ were translated literally. The resulting neologisms were 
necessary in order to provide faithful, “endotic” descriptions (Perec, 1997). 
  
7.3 Spatial Analysis 
The promenade is an urban plaza by the sea (“riva”, literally “coast”), where locals go 
to see others and be seen. As Nikola Bašić, the architect who renovated it, told me, the 
promenade “has, for the locals, the status of everyday media – whom they see there is 
how those seen exist for the seers, and vice versa”. The promenade flourished in the 
early 20
th century. It was repaired twice, after damage done during World War II, and 
in the Yugoslav war in the early 1990s. Only the north-western point of the 
promenade (the lower right corner of Fig. 65) remained in a state of decay. In the early 
  2112000s the City Council called for proposals for its renovation. The commission 
required “the application of the most recent construction materials in the manner of 
sophisticated technology”, and “contemporary European architectural practice” (Zadar 
Herald, 2002: 358-359).
90 The Zadar-born Nikola Bašić, widely known for designing 
Mediterranean style housing, won the competition. His project envisaged a 
construction of “Sea Organs” and, some one hundred metres away, the GS. In 2004 
the “Organs” were built. A set of organ pipes produces music when the wind carried 
by the sea passes through the specially carved perforations in the stone steps. The sea 
and the wind can be heard playing thirty-five different sounds of the organs, providing 
an audio dimension to the strolls. With the installation of the GS in the late 2007, the 
renovation was completed. 
 
Fig. 63: “Sea Organs” 
(Soruce: http://www.d-a-z.hr/ostalo/nagrade/nagrade-UHA-2004.htm) 
 
The GS is a 22-metre wide circular screen constructed at the same level as the stone 
pavement. The screen consists of 300 glass plates with lights and modules that absorb 
diurnal solar energy, convert it into electricity, and release it into the screen (and the 
public lighting in the quay) at nighttime (Tzzadar, 2009). The GS exemplifies the 
media façade technology (see Chapter 2). The projections are produced by numerous 
miniature bulbs that blink in different intensities of three basic colours, as 
programmed by a computer. When observed from a sufficient distance, the bulbs give 
an impression of moving abstract shapes. The rim of the circle also projects light, 
delineating a symbolic border between the ‘virtual’ world inside the circle and the 
‘real’ world outside it. 
                                                 
90 According to Jones, renovations of valued popular public sites “provide one significant way in which 
collective identities can be represented materially”, whereby “states often us[e] landmark buildings to 
… supplement the historical narrative of collective memory” (2006: 561, 550). Similarly, the local 
Council’s preference for “sophisticated technology”, shortly after the Yugoslav war, can be understood 
as part of the town’s history of using architecture as a form of resistance. When the town-peninsula was 
“isolated” in the 1930s and 1940s (as part of Italy, but surrounded by Croatia), progressive modernist 
architecture blossomed (Arbutina, 2001). See also Edensor (2002: 48-49). 
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Fig. 64: The GS 
(Source: http://www.fashion.hr/vijesti/moda/svjetska-moda/pozdrav-suncu) 
 
The Council announced the GS as a public “monument” that “aspires to become a 
metaphorical axis of Zadar’s tourist identity, which stems from the widely shared 
agreement that observing the sunset from that particular spot of the peninsula is a truly 
unique experience” (Zadar Herald, 2002: 357, 359). At that end of the promenade, 
between the medieval fortification walls and the sea border point with Italy, several 
pedestrian and transport routes intersect. By positioning the screen at this intersection, 
as the then mayor Živko Kolega told me, the City Council wanted to “greet” the 
tourists arriving on cruisers “in a way that they get dumb-struck”. According to the 
Tourist Centre, both the GS and the “Sea Organs” quickly became attractions par 
excellence, earning as much attention as the ancient Roman buildings.  
 
The refurbished area is where the promenade, in Bašić’s words, used to “become dull 
in its monotone linearity, which needed to be disturbed with a dose of drama” 
(Vjesnik, 2007). His intention was to “modernise” the spot instead of “reconstructing 
the lost urban structures”, and to maintain the public’s claim on the space rather than 
handing it over to the “stereotypical commercial offers of restaurants and coffee 
places” (ibid.). Bašić’s intention was to promote “play as a stimulant for social 
communication and urban culture, even a kind of urban hedonism” (ibid.). Thus, the 
architect was deciding not only about how to renovate a part of public space, but also 
how to create a place of gathering and mingling.
91 As Wilken reminds us, architecture 
                                                 
91 In many parts of the world there are a growing number of permanent urban screen installations, 
which local authorities develop for the purpose of encouraging interaction amongst citizens in public 
space. One such example is the construction of the broadcast screen in Melbourne’s Fed Square, where 
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and practices of place-making” (2006: 137; cf. Haeusler, 2009: 83). If the promenade 
has a constitutive role in strolling culture (traditionally known by inter-personal 
communication), incorporating a piece of media technology in the promenade’s end 
point was given a role of accentuating this connection.  
 
At the renovated part of the promenade people can take a seat, or stand and pause on 
their stroll. In that sense, all objects found around the screen (such as signs for 
surveillance cameras, and the benches) highlight the screen’s presence, rather than 
invite attention away from it, as in Old Street. Furthermore, the GS covers an 
extension that was added to the promenade to carry the screen and the “Sea Organs” 
(Fig. 65).  
 




When the real sun sets, another kind of sun rises. The GS starts projecting collages of 
blinks, spillages, smooth fades, sharp transitions, and complete blanks, at varying 
speeds. The screen is designed as the centrally lit point on the dark quay. Surrounded 
by darkness, the colourful display offers its users an “immersive” setting of a 
seemingly “coherent environment” of images (Courchesne, 2002: 258; cf. McQuire, 
2007).  
                                                                                                                                            
special screenings are organised as part of various public celebrations (Brennan et al., 2009). See also 
Gibbons and McQuire (2009) on “BBC Live Events” projects with large television screens 
broadcasting sports in public places across the UK. 
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Fig. 66: Sunset-‘sunrise’ 
 
Clear forms interchange with blurred lines or intermittently with dots. One chromic 
irregularity comes after another, as if signalling an unearthly ‘being’ that lives in that 
‘pool of images’. The overall experience is both aural and visual. The participants 
ascertained that interaction with the GS “wouldn’t be the same without hearing the 
“Sea Organs”. The “Organs” play their tunes, while the GS adds an imagistic mosaic 
to the vignette.  
 
Whereas the imagery flickers in never-repeated forms, passers-by come and go with 
rhythmic regularity. They arrive shortly before sunset, mostly in small groups, and 
remain there on average for 5–25 minutes. The more mature locals pause by the 
screen during their stroll. Parents take their children for a bout of evening 
entertainment. Children’s murmurs of excitement (“Bello, bello!”), heard as they 
chase each other, are similar to the kind of cacophony witnessed at a busy beach in the 
daytime. The more regular visitors sit on benches and silently contemplate the 
colourful cosmos of the GS and the sunset. Guided groups of tourists also arrive at 
around the same time, carrying cameras to record their visits to this “milestone” site. 
At around 10pm early visitors start leaving. The screen is within easy reach of bars 
and clubs, a school and a university campus. Going from one place to another, young 
people pause by the screen, with their beverages, to include the pleasurable spectacle 
in their fun. After midnight, the site is significantly less busy. Some youngsters might 
pass through, along with the first round of plain clothes policemen who monitor the 
site. At around 3am, the GS is deserted, briefly, until around 5am, when the ‘real’ sun 
rises, and the projections cease.  
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fact, a complicated concoction, insofar as it draws into analysis two fundamental 
strands of studying the late-modern everyday: media and space. The scope of my 
consideration is, however, limited by the particular case it attempts to understand. The 
moving image interface in Zadar, evidently, is not, “whatever stable object catches our 
attention”, as Tuan’s often cited definition of place suggests (1977: 161). The images 
are generated at the site and the GS is also not designed as “teletechnology”, in the 
sense of bringing closer that which is far away, nor is the GS a “mobilitas loci”, a 
place constructed “via networked mobility” (Wilken, 2006: 305). As I suggest in the 
following section, the promenade culture of seeing and being seen is augmented at the 
GS with the practices of screening and being screened.  
 
7.4 Seeing “Something Different” in the Promenade 
Before detailing the interaction with the GS in the next section, in this section my 
intention is to provide a view of the contexts that can help us understand the passers-
by’s encounters with the GS. The GS is not only materially designed as a place, but 
also exists as a place through interactions in which its users distinguish it from their 
surroundings. We can thus only begin to understand interactions by relating the 
attendances to the GS with the broader tourist and promenade cultures in which the 
GS is situated and consumed. 
 
Arriving at the site with the presumption “I’m on vacation now and I want to relax and 
enjoy myself” (V2), visitors and tourists gladly accept the invitation to this “world of 
illusion” (V2). Unlike cinema, with precise screening times, seats and doors (Ellis, 
1982; Mulvey, 2007: 138; Burgin, 2007: 198-199), the screening site in Zadar is 
characterised by some viewers constantly arriving and others leaving, as well as 
moving, looking around (not only at the images), and even lying on the lit floor. More 
mature visitors from other nearby towns may have had “a pleasant dinner” and then a 
stroll, “for some fresh air before driving back” (V10). Passing through the GS, for 
them, ties into having a “nice, burden-less evening”, with “something to see in the 
promenade” (V3; V9, V10).  
 
Those seen at the site when it is busiest, play with the screen. Having a ‘taste’ of the 
‘visual treat’ on offer, visitors and tourists can be heard suggesting to their peers to 
  216“look, there, at that!” As they step on the screen, many dance (without music). Others 
jump on the screen, with mimicry associated with taming a wild animal, until the 
desired colour comes up. Laughter and cheering can be heard amongst younger 
visitors and tourists, particularly when a friend starts acting as if in the ‘limelight’, 
doing an impression of a celebrity. 
 
Fig. 67: Mingling and playing  
 
As I indicated earlier, the GS is not only situated in the promenade culture, but also in 
the tourism industry (cf. Urry, 1995). As in the LU, ‘outsiders’’ interactions begin 
before actually arriving at the screen: “you first heard stories about it” (T2), or “saw it 
on television” (T2; T7) and “on the Internet” (V1; V3, T5, T4).
92 Thus, for the 
‘outsiders’, the corporeal encounters with the screen have the status of once-in-a-
lifetime witnessing “not something you can see every day” (T2; T3, T7, V1). To 
document and share the special moment, tourists capture images on their mobile 
phones and also post them on social network sites, such as “Facebook” (T8; T6, T5, 
T3), immediately extending their interaction with the screen further, to the screens of 
their dislocated friends. Thus, tourists momentarily “pluralis[e]” the place (Moores, 
2005: 99) by showing it via their mobile phones to absent others, and, in so doing, 
already inform their dislocated friends’ first experiences of the GS. Such mediated 
“extensions” of the place (cf. ibid.) also inform corporeal movements at the location 
itself: those posing often have to move around as they step into others’ camera 
viewfinders, while those photographing are heard asking their friends to “step back”, 
because the screen is “too large to fit in the frame”.  
                                                 
92 The travel guide industry underpins such claims. See, for example, the announcement of Zadar as 
“Croatia’s Capital of Cool” (Guardian, 2007). 
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Fig. 68: Photo shoots 
 
As Moores reminds us, interactions with media in public have an “environmental 
quality” (2007: 8). ‘Outsiders’ engaged in taking and sending photographs not only 
“relat[e] instantaneously to a wide range of spatially remote others”, but also “to any 
proximate others in the physical settings of media use” (Moores, 2004: 23). Having 
considered the context of activities of the former, now I want to focus on the latter. 
The “proximate others” (ibid.) are the locals, for whom encountering the tourists’ 
activities at the GS happens as part of taking the traditional stroll in the promenade. 
 
A woman (L2) explains that everyday life in Dalmatia takes place “half inside, and 
half outside the house”. In the summer, locals go home “solely to sleep”, and spend 
“most” of the day “outdoors”, which encompasses the sea, the shores, the streets, the 
squares, and the promenade (L15). During a stroll, the locals move along the 
promenade, glancing at, greeting, chatting to, and commenting about each other. The 
significance of the stroll is in the locals’ encounters with each other, rather than in 
mere walking. Intersections of a variety of trajectories make up the stroll, such as 
young people going to clubs through the promenade, parents and children inspecting 
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and elderly people arriving at the promenade primarily to stroll.  
 
“When we return home, we go through what we saw: who showed up, how they were 
dressed, etc.”, says one middle-aged couple (L12). One meets the more or less known 
other, slows down to greet them, begins chatting and ends up “assessing all the 
currents of the world” (L5). As the couple explain, “my Ma and Pa are there, sitting 
on a bench, chatting to their friends, every single evening, that’s their living room” 
(L12). To sum up, the promenade is for the locals “both a path-way”, materially 
designed for strolls, “and a dwell-way” (L5), known by “see[ing] yourself in the eyes 
of other fellow citizens” (L12). Similarly, the locals mostly remarked in their diaries, 
produced in the rest of the promenade, on how they saw others, and rarely how they 
saw the space itself. When coming closer to the GS, the locals talked more about the 
space and noted they were nearing “that bundle of lights” (L10), where there is 
“always” (L1) “something different going on” (L16).  
 
On their stroll, three local mature men (L5) pause near the fortification walls where 
they have a good view of the GS. They are fairly loud in their leisurely discussions, 
often speaking over each other, and frequently chuckling. Each member of that clique, 
in parallel to contributing to their conversation, monitors the GS. Without saying 
anything about it, they each routinely keep turning their eyes, always very briefly, 
towards the screen, sometimes even swinging their bodies a little outside their circle to 
get a better view of the screen. Although clearly doing this in each other’s presence, 
none of them comments on the other’s parallel communication with the screen. In my 
interview, the men describe their habit of gathering there every evening as one 
“essence” of living in Zadar. They deny ‘peeping’ at the GS, but confirm that after the 
screen had been constructed, they started preferring to pause at that, rather than at the 
other end of the promenade. I will return to this instance in the last section, where I 
discuss how locals domesticate the flickering screen as an integral part of the “linear” 
promenade, but now I want to consider such sporadic glances as the specific property 
of locals’ interactions with the screen.  
 
The focus of the men’s attraction is not the screen per se, not other fellow strollers, 
but both, in a dynamic connection. The screen is not only a thing to be seen – it also 
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locals observe those playing with the screen as performers – the visitors and tourists 
are not only on the screen, they are also screened. Schoolgirls (L1), for instance, study 
how tourists interact with the screen, noting that “it’s so funny when they start running 
around, looking to see what the screen will show next”. Others find it “particularly 
interesting” to observe how tourists “stand gaping” (L4; L6, L11). The locals observe 
the tourists, as if observing themselves in retrospect, when they were doing the same 
as the tourists now do, when the screen was still new and exciting for them too. The 
‘show’ at the GS is thus to be understood doubly as an image-show and also as an 
interaction-show. For the locals, the GS affords publicly rehearsed voyeurism, 
legitimised by the public-ness of the site, which helps them to appropriate the screen 
as pleasurable.  
 
A local college student explains that he is fond of going to the GS with his peers on 
weekend nights “not to view the images”, but because the site has become widely 
known to the ‘insiders’ by witnessing particular forms of ‘outsiders’’ behaviour (L7). 
The GS is known as the place where “people run on different errands, hop around, 
dance, chat [and] hum” (L7; L10).
93 Seeing what the first-time visitors do, serves the 
locals to legitimate some of their own activities. “I remember when we went there for 
the New Year’s Eve, we took photos and made faces, like tourists do in the summer” 
(L10; V5). Thus, the “proximate” (cf. Moores, 2004: 23) locals pause by the GS and 
observe the ‘outsiders’ amusing themselves, as part of negotiating the presence of the 
screen in the space known by traditional strolling.  
 
To conclude, interactions with the GS belong to contexts situated in spaces and times 
beyond and beside the screen itself (seeing the screen prior to arrival, extending the 
corporeal interactions by sending images of interaction to absent others, and observing 
those interacting with the screen as part of negotiating the traditional stroll in the re-
designed promenade). Thus, while the GS – a screen-place – is not designed as a 
“teletechnology” (Wilken, 2006), it is also not merely “rooted in space”, as writers in 
phenomenological geography are keen to stress for place (Seamon, 1979: 56, my 
                                                 
93 Brynskov et al.’s experimental qualitative research on “human computer interactions”, in the case of 
interactions with a responsive media façade on the Concert Hall Aarhus building in Denmark, had 
identical findings (2009). Many behaved in ways “that would otherwise have been seen as downright 
strange and inappropriate”, and in that situation “people attract[ed] more people” to the site (ibid. 163, 
162). 
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being consumed through media, as a tourist point of attraction, and temporally, as a 
screening site itself. In the following section I suggest that, during interaction, the GS 
exists for its users as a heterotopia: an ‘other’ place.  
 
7.5 Entering and Exiting the Heterotopia  
Marshall McLuhan predicted that electronic media would retribalize society. 
Now this is happening in physical space. 
(McCullough, 2004: 135) 
 
[O]n a two-dimensional screen, one sees the projection of a three-dimensional 
space. 
(Foucault, 2002: 233) 
 
Against the widespread assumption about the uncoupling of social situations from 
place, and the wane of the sense of place in electronic media use (Meyrowitz, 1985), 
McCullough’s claim above makes the opposite point. In his analyses of electronic 
media in public space, he foregrounds the seemingly oxymoronic notion of “digital 
ground”, a name for contemporary “interaction design” concerned with “the basic 
human need for getting into place” (2004: 172). Participants’ diaries of interaction 
with the GS also resist the ‘no-place/place’ binary, and paint a more complicated 
picture, of a “three-dimensional space” (Foucault, 2002: 233). In this section I suggest 
that passers-by make use of the size, scale and position of the screen in Zadar in order 
to appropriate it as a utopian ‘elsewhere’, a heterotopia (cf. Foucault, 2002).  
 
Standing on the screen positions one at a single well-lit spot, where everything but the 
screen seems dark, and thus (experientially) less relevant. As I suggest in the first half 
of this section, stepping on the screen and wilfully ignoring the fact that the imagery is 
a product of technological manufacture, allows passers-by to take pleasure in viewing 
the ‘immersive’ electronic scenery and imagining that they are somewhere else 
entirely. In the second part, I consider the converse practices of stepping out and 
referring to the GS as a visual ‘gimmick’, which allows the respondents to ‘tame’ the 
flickering screen as a “still” object. Before providing details of interaction, I want to 
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define the GS.  
 
For the ‘outsiders’, the GS was “a blinking piece of floor”, “a giant TV”, “dance 
floor”, “techno-art”, a piece of “space technology”, “sun winds”, “electronic waves”, 
“a stage” and simply, “not a normal piece of pavement”. The list continued (and it 
could continue indefinitely), with labels such as “a romantic fireplace”, “a skating 
rank”, “kaleidoscope”, “stage”, “screen-saver”, “fashion lights”, “a big UFO”, 
“modern art”, “big brother eye”, “see-through glass looking into sea”, and 
“Disneyland fireworks”. The ‘insiders’ described the GS as a “painting”, a “fire ball”, 
“something like heaven”, “a large dinner plate”, and a “source of energy”. The sheer 
diversity of names confirms de Certeau’s (1984) argument that passers-by always 
appropriate, in their walks, the space institutions have prepared for them. Not once did 
the pedestrian match the institutional definitions of the GS: an architectural display 
panel. However, while ‘outsiders’ and ‘insiders’ were equally inventive in making, 
quite dexterously, surreal associations, their ideas differed. 
 
If looking at how the screen was named can help us understand the terms of 
interaction, we can notice that ‘outsiders’ spoke more in terms of entertainment. For 
them, interacting with the screen (as something that “keeps me surprised”, T2) is one 
in a series of other leisure activities. “It is amusement”, the tourists declared, 
“something you have to see”. For ‘insiders’, the GS was more like a fixture – either of 
the universe (“fire”, “heaven”) or of the domestic interior (“painting”, “dinner plate”). 
The distinction lies, I would suggest, in the locals domesticating the screen as a lasting 
object in their spatial biographies of living in Zadar (the process of which is examined 
later). Crucially, both ‘insiders’ and ‘outsiders’ made sense of the screen as an 
elsewhere.  
 
Respondents described their experiences of standing on the screen with a sense of 
being at the same time “here, in the city, just a bit out, out of the world” (T4), and “not 
really on Earth, but somewhere in space” (V10). In such accounts the GS existed as a 
heterotopia. Foucault devised the term to describe “places … outside of all places … a 
kind of effectively enacted utopia in which the real sites … are simultaneously 
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94 The screen-place as Zadar’s 
spatial ‘other’ is a site, like that of a mirror, “absolutely real, connected with all the 
space that surrounds it, and absolutely unreal, since in order to be perceived it has to 
pass through the virtual point” of its manifestation (ibid. 232). The ambiguity of a 
heterotopia is in the spatial simultaneity it produces. Heterotopia exists “outside” the 
space in which it is physically located, and contains at the same time elements of that 
space (ibid. 231). I am not suggesting that architectural urban screens with abstract 
images always form heterotopias. I am, rather, examining how this particular 
heterotopia exists through interactions at, and with, the screen in Zadar.  
 
According to their diaries, the closer the respondents on the promenade went to the 
‘immersive’ screening-location, the further they seemed to go away from the ‘real’ 
world, and they would finally ‘leave’ it upon stepping on the screen.  
 
Fig. 69: Immersed 
For “a moment” (T1), or a “millisecond” (V1), they felt that “the whole world is 
spinning around me” (L2; T6, L4), that “I am spinning with the images” (L7), or that 
“images spring from where I stand” (L4), or fall into “an immense depth” (L13; T5). 
Many walked directly onto the centre of the screen, to enjoy the sense of being “in the 
centre of the world, of everything” (L4).  
 
Fig. 70: Inside  
 
                                                 
94 I adopt the concept generically. Foucault’s ‘slicing’ of time and space has been criticised, particularly 
in postcolonial studies. See Saldanha (2008). 
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lights” (V3, V6), the respondents chose to suspend their knowledge of the 
technological production of images. “Sure, why not, that is the deal”, said one 
Croatian visitor, “you get to act childishly for a little bit” (V3). The large interface is 
in that sense, seen as pleasantly “guileless” (V5), and “benign” (T2). From the 
perspective of this study, the screen is ‘tamed’, as pleasurable.  
 
Many tourists read the ‘magic carpet’ of the screen as a “reminde[r] … of the 80s 
MTV music videos” (T8). They stood in the centre and imagined, especially through 
mimicry, being in the ‘limelight’. Standing on the luminous pavement, ‘washed over’ 
with images in unforeseeable directions and velocities, felt like being “on a stage”, as 
known “from television” (V1). In his diary, the young man observed the changing 
lights, and remarked, “I guess I hope that it will eventually light up the spot where I 
stand, and make me noticeable” (V1). Although he later emphasised that he “do[es] 
not regularly watch television”, he admittedly “like[s] the glamour of it, the lights, 
[and] the attention. Something [on the screen] made me think of … wanting to be a 
celebrity, a star … for a moment”. The attraction of the GS is in how it seemingly 
allows one to “actually enter” the “lights” and the “glam”: “you can step on it, touch 
it, ‘taste’ it, [and] not only observe it, like a painting; you can be inside it” (V4). As 
another young woman reported, “it feels like flying when I’m on it” (T1). Thus, the 
GS was a heterotopia, inasmuch as it was “capable of juxtaposing in a single real 
place several places, several sites that are in themselves incompatible”, such as “the 
cinema”, “the garden”, “the carpet” (Foucault, 2002: 233), and as my participants 
suggest, other geographical spaces.  
 
Fig. 71: “Taste it” 
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found it “quite odd to walk over it”. He “never saw anything like this [in person], only 
on television”. According to him, and many other Croatian visitors, it is as if the GS 
had carved a virtual gateway into the far-away ‘fantastic’ world of the “West” at that 
end of the promenade. Coming to the GS allows some Croatians to leave Croatia and 
imaginatively ‘travel’ to imagined European and American ‘progressive’ spaces (cf. 
Morley and Robins, 1995) containing “things different and new” (V2). “We 
[Croatians] are technologically much behind some parts of Western Europe and the 
USA”, explains the student (V2), projecting his desires about the national space in 
which he belongs onto the GS. “Being here, I can’t believe we’re in one and the same 
country”, he says, describing his inland hometown as “under-developed in every 
sense”.  
 
While his diary testified to the thrilling “changing colours” of “a world of illusion” 
with a sense of being “in a fairytale”, the interviewee’s interaction had a very ‘earthly’ 
purchase. As he said of those phantasmagorical associations later in the interview,  
just turn on the telly, and you’ll see the massive billboards in America...aren’t 
they magnificent? … This [screen] is all that. You feel as if you are there, in 
that movie … Now there’s finally a bit of that splendour here, in our country! 
At the GS “you get to see closely” (V1; V2), that which is otherwise available “only 
from a distance, like the advertisements in New York” (V1). “Even if you ever get [to 
New York’s Time Square], you cannot ever reach for those images, or touch them, 
can you?” (V1; V2). Attending the GS as a symbol of the grand advertising sites in the 
“West” is, then, a form of what Gell calls the “enchantment of technology” (2006: 
163). As he suggests, referring to Simmel’s “Philosophy of Money” (1990), “it is the 
difficulty of access to an object which makes it valuable” (2006: 168).  
 
Although the GS represents to Croatians objects and places they normally can only 
see on television, the GS, they emphasise, is actually “not quite everyday”, because it 
is “not really like [those] in London”, says a man from Zagreb (V3). He draws his idea 
of the ‘Western’ urban screen-proper from what he saw in his technologically 
mediated travels to London (a city he has never visited in person), in relation to which 
the GS (the real screen on which he stands as he speaks) is “not everyday”. When he 
actually visits London, we can assume, he will assess Piccadilly Circus by comparison 
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urban screens never happen in isolation from interactions – be they actual or 
technologically mediated – with other screens and spaces. Thus, the GS was for 
Croatian visitors at the same time a place where the ‘West’ came to Zadar, and where 
they can leave Zadar and Croatia and travel to the ‘West’. 
 
As I pointed out earlier, locals enjoy watching not only images, but also tourists’ 
interactions. Here I want to further explore the fact that their observations of tourists 
have more to do with the negotiation of ‘selfhood’ than desires of gazing at 
‘otherness’. As a woman pointed out, “I get some joy and excitement from watching 
those people … They’re all so happy” (L2). Others stressed that “no one [at the GS] 
seems to be sad, no one complains about anything” (L4; L5). “One ‘tunes out’ from 
the ‘real world’ there” (L2). There is “nothing to worry you”, while standing inside 
the ‘heterotopia’, as a woman (L4) described in her diary: 
As if something is erupting from that ball. Some kind of energy. Something 
that cuts you off from everything. It’s an ‘unordinary’ feeling. … Here I feel as 
if I can do anything. Everything is achievable. Some kind of perfection. 
Everyone here seems to be equal, regardless of their age, of their class. They 
all behave equally. It seems that nobody really thinks much about anything 
whilst here. They only really enjoy being some place else. 
For the woman the GS is “the only place” where she hardly notices any “difference” 
between people. “All you can see is that there are some people there. Nothing else 
exists, how they look like, if they’re sad, what age they are, how they’re dressed, how 
they behave; everyone’s just thinking their things”. At that utopian place “boundaries 
cease to exist” (L4) and “everyone is equal” (L5; L14). There is no reason to doubt 
that the locals enjoy ‘really’ witnessing “unreal” situations, such as “children ‘towing’ 
their dad” (L2) and “grown-ups turn[ing] into kids” (L4). However, the locals’ 
repeated accentuation that at the GS “everyone seems happy” allows them to negotiate 
more fundamental properties of their everyday. The view of happiness is a contrast to 
the horrors experienced in the Yugoslav war in the early 1990s.  
 
During the war “it was terrible, living without electricity and regular water supplies. 
But we learnt to live positively, no matter what. … We’re ‘filled’ when we come 
here” (L14). To the locals, as the woman reluctantly admits, the tourists’ enjoyments 
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times before the war. As opposed to the aggression, exclusion, and agony that 
characterised their recent experiences of Zadar, Dalmatia and Croatia, the locals feel 
they are all welcome to the uninterrupted play of images at the GS. As they observe 
the placid coexistence of unknown others on the GS, locals project onto the GS their 
desires about the place and space in which they live.
95  
 
As Foucault pointed out, “each heterotopia has a precise and determined function 
within a society” (2002: 233). At the technologically mediated end of the promenade 
the locals seek a sense of relief from horrors felt elsewhere. This is the case, precisely 
because, on top of the damages the war did to architecture, “what [was] also destroyed 
[was] the spirit evoked by an interdependent ‘oneness’ – that binds all the separate 
urban elements together to make a place” (Violich, 1993). Such “[u]nresolved 
problems of everyday life”, according to Schutz and Luckman, “are resolved in the 
province of a fantasy world; but in principle they do not ‘definitely disappear’” (1974: 
126-128). The locals make use of the GS as a heterotopian “microcosm” that promises 
them “a sort of happy, universalizing” charge (Foucault, 2002: 234). As the locals see 
tourists “mingling there in peace and quiet”, the GS provides the locals with a 
“crutch” that “can help us feel peace in ourselves again” (L14). 
 
Locals ‘read’ the tourists’ behaviour as performances of ‘harmony’ from the 
standpoint of traditional life in the Mediterranean (cf. Braudel, 1976; see section 7.4). 
They describe the “spirit” of “living in the streets and squares”, by recalling, “we 
never used to lock our doors before [the war]. Neighbours used to enter the house all 
the time, and social life was constant” (L14; L12, L2, L4, L5, L16). The promenade, 
in particular, has always been a space of “meeting, walking and observing” (L12). 
Mingling at the GS recreates something of that tradition, “but with a different 
[constructing] material” (L5). As the tourists, being on vacation, carelessly entertain 
themselves at the GS, the locals, circumstantially, witness scenes of “collective 
happiness” (L14). The colourful imagery itself also represents a “nice” looking 
elsewhere. 
                                                 
95 I draw, by extension, on Morley and Robins’ discussions of the dual form of screening otherness in 
the context of television – the screen shows the other to us and we also project onto the screen our 
desires about the other (1995: 134). Van der Hoorn suggests that “architecture can function” similarly: 
“groups of people can project their claims, hopes or frustrations with regard to the development of their 
environment onto the fate of a three-dimensional object” (2003: 210). 
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a ‘cauldron’ containing a whole spectrum of colours in shades and tones otherwise 
seen dispersed across things that make up everyday spaces.
96 Visitors and tourists 
enjoy seeing themselves against the colourful background, as a leisurely negotiation of 
their ‘selves’. They photograph themselves standing on the screen to represent 
themselves to their friends as protagonists of something “unusual”. “Check[ing] how 
your face, your head, and your body looks like in that kind of environment” (T8; T7, 
T9) is particularly attractive when the screen displays “your colour” (V4). The locals 
identify in the colourful arrangements a route to a nicer-looking everyday. A sailor 
and his wife (L11) find the “attractive” images “better than the surrounding greyness”. 
A librarian (L14; L9) opposes “the range of colours” at the GS to the dull shades of 
“the brutal reality”. There was considerable similarity between the situational uses of 
the GS and the “social uses of television”, in that both provide “a social resource”, 
which “can provoke a vicarious, evanescent fantasy world”, offering “a desirable, if 
temporary, occupation of an alternative reality” (Lull, 1990: 39). Thus, in addition to 
the social harmony at the screen and its contrast with the experience of war, the screen 
is also seen a site of chromatic harmony that contrasts with the surrounding built 
environment. 
 
Some locals, in fact, regularly make use of the screen in achieving “some kind of 
relaxation” (L4).  Despite the constantly flickering projections, locals gaze at the 
‘immersive’ imagery as “calming”, “inspiring”, or even “still”. “When I feel bad 
about anything … I take a walk, come here, and relax. And return home”, says a 
retired sailor (L11). Schoolgirls (L1) say they love going to the GS particularly during 
winter, when the tourists are gone: “then it’s really the best … just the sounds of the 
“Organs” and those colours, it’s as if we’re in some other place … perfect!” A young 
female engineer goes there “during a break in work, or just when I want to have a 
walk with myself” (L16). A journalist (L6) walks to the GS when he wants to “relax 
after a long day at work”. Although the ‘immersive’ setting allows one to focus on 
imagery, and “switch your attention from other things” (L2), the locals suggest that 
                                                 
96 The GS in that sense reproduces the myth of the “miraculous substance” of “plastic” (Barthes, 1973: 
97). The “quick-change artistry” of plastic, as well as the GS, “is absolute: it can become buckets as 
well as jewels”, confirming always its “myth of ‘imitation’ materials” (ibid.). “The amazement” of 
viewing the GS is in “the connections [one] detect[s] between the singular of the origin and the plural 
of the effects” (ibid.). Interaction in that sense “is a pleasurable one, since the scope of the 
transformations gives man the measure of his power” (ibid.). 
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such as “painting”, “listening to music” (L1), or “reading a book” (L2). Thus, their 
descriptions of the GS as “relaxing” signify their way of dealing with a screen where 
they never chose to have one. I return to this aspect in the last section. 
 
To sum up, the locals repurpose the screen as “relaxing”, and take pleasure in 
observing others having fun. The locals and Croatian visitors make use of the screen’s 
‘immersive’ ‘mode of address’ to appropriate it as a heterotopian “dream place”, 
where they can imaginatively vacate the “underdeveloped” regions of Croatia, and 
Zadar, struck by war damages, and travel to the faraway spaces of cities like London 
and New York. Visitors and tourists make the GS a stage and enjoy the pleasures of 
celebrity and popular cultures. All respondents make use of the colourful pavement as 
an imagistic beautifying element of their material surroundings. As I describe in the 
remainder of this section, the respondents’ pleasures of interaction also include a 
sophisticated system of changing viewing positions, particularly, exiting the 
heterotopia.  
 
A local college student (L7) could not explain why she never ‘entered’ the screen, 
before doing so in the research session. After she stepped on, she “got confused”, not 
knowing “where to look”. Then she walked back to her well-known “pleasant” 
vantage point outside the screen, where the view of images and people was “less 
messy”. As the surface ‘morphed’ in her experiential horizon from a circular into an 
“elliptic” object, she realised that she had never before walked inside the circle, 
because she “prefer[s] having a good overview of things happening on it”. Standing 
on the screen required her to “keep turning around” in an attempt to “get a hold of 
images and others” (both of which “kept constantly changing”). Standing outside the 
screen allowed her to “keep all that in front of me”.  
 
Fig. 72: “Elliptic” = ‘tamed’ 
  229Since a bird’s eye view of the screen is unavailable to them, passers-by can never 
actually see the GS en face, as many other kinds of urban screens are usually seen (see 
Chapter 2). When passers-by stand on the GS, they see a small portion of it up close, 
and when they stand outside it, they only see the screen as a horizontally positioned 
object. Changing the viewing perspectives in the research session allowed the girl to 
realise that her habit of viewing the GS from the side is not random or merely 
circumstantial, but, rather, that it is her strategic viewing position. Seeing the GS from 
a distance allows her to position the screen into a ‘single shot’. After further 
reflection, the girl also realised that not all ‘outside’ positions are “right”. Standing too 
far from the screen would include in her horizon “too many unnecessary elements”, 
such as people in the side streets, ferries and streetlights. Positioning herself at the 
“just right” distance is her ‘master practice’ of ‘taming’ the ‘Sun’, which she perfected 
in her habitual inspections. The girl’s “perceptual habit” of taking the same viewing 
position embodies her “coming into possession of a world” she habituates (Merleau-
Ponty, 2002: 176). As a blind person summons their surroundings by using the stick, 
so does the seeing person habituate space through the “bodily auxiliary” (ibid.) of, in 
our case, changing viewing positions.  
 
Equally useful in negotiating the screen is glancing at the surroundings, as another 




I feared for a moment I’d fall through it,  
somewhere inside it. 
Now it’s a Jupiter…totally, man, a Jupiter, the planet!  
When you’re on it,  
you’re focussed more on what’s on there.  
Orange, all over the place… 
When you stand on something,  
…a flower, an orchid. 
you wanna be certain it’s a firm, safe piece of floor. 
 
The respondent interacted with the screen by relating it to space outside it. She 
responded to the ‘immersive’ projection with “fear” about how “safe” that “floor” is 
in relation to other, solid ground.  
 
The change of perspectives makes available in one’s horizon things that otherwise 
tend to remain outside it. “When you’re on it, you don’t realise that the stars are up, 
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stepping out, the German tourist contrasted the blowing winds, the moving sea, and 
the plants, as that which is “changing”, to the “fixed” and “stable” screen, which is 
merely “standing there”, and “in fact, not changing at all” (T1). A teacher (L3) 
similarly ‘tamed’ the screen, by drawing on things she saw outside it.  
 
The GS seemed “calming” when she stood inside and gazed at it, and “unsettling” 






Having first ‘tamed’ the images by relating them to sea waves, she turned around and 
looked at “the [fortification] walls”, which belong to “very different time[s]”. In her 
horizon there was “a fairly good ‘match’ of the ‘old’ and the ‘modern’”. 
 
Fig. 73: The “modern” GS against the “old” walls 
 





The same screen changed in the woman’s horizon in relation to the backgrounds 
against which she observed it. The GS was, during a single episode of interaction, all 
of the following: “calming”, “unsettling”, “[well-]match[ed]” with the ancient 
surroundings, “mov[ing]” like sea waves, and “nice”, as a lonely spot. There was a 
plurality of ‘readings’, whereby particular viewing positions made different elements 
“contextually relevant” (Knorr Cetina, 1981: 11). However, passers-by seek to 
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elements in their horizons, but also to their intimate knowledge about other (familiar) 
forms, particularly the forms known through everyday media consumption. 
 
Respondents said that, as they were approaching the screen, they assumed that the 
images would follow one’s steps on the screen. They inferred from the movements of 
bodies and images seen from a distance that there is a “responsive” screen ahead. 
Passers-by arrive at the screen-place with that expectation, and then find out, with 
disappointment, that the screen works independently of its audiences. Notwithstanding 
the repeated remark that “one would want to take more part in the show” (V4, V2), the 
passers-by’s dissatisfaction, I would suggest, has to do less with their seeming 
preference for ‘responsive’ interfaces (such as ‘touch screens’), and more with their 
difficulties of ‘taming’ the unknown screen by guessing how it works.
97 ‘Taming’ 
urban screens (as the case of Old Street also suggests) starts from the very first 
encounter, however vague and distant the screen might first appear. Although passers-
by in Zadar suspected that the large and intense lights are manageable materially 
(through steps), the GS turned out being “just another” (V2) urban screen, in that they 
had to develop manipulation skills of different, immaterial, kinds.  
 
‘Outsiders’ frequently asked me if I knew “how this works”, “why that image now”, 
and “where the images are coming from” (T2; T3, T5, T9, V1). They also eagerly 
wanted to know “what purpose” the screen served, looking around for museum-like 
“instructions”. While the ‘outsiders’’ search for manuals about the performance of the 
“strange” screen said something about how they usually interact with new media 
technologies in everyday contexts, their interactions with the “changing” imagery had 
to do with their quotidian pleasures of viewing narratives. Having noticed that there 
are no written explanations about the operation of the screen, many passers-by read 
the random succession of images as a coherent narrative, and kept watching, to see 
whether they could ‘predict’ the next image pattern and the ‘resolution’ of the 
                                                 
97 According to Burnett (2004), users of ‘responsive’ screens must also subscribe to ‘gimmicks’. For 
example, “skiing down a hill on a platform that moves in response to the player [conventionally] means 
the player is “interacting” with the screen” (ibid. 101). However, players are required to perform a 
limited range of activities that the interface is programmed to recognise and ‘respond’. ‘Interactivity’ 
turns out being “as much about awareness as it is about fantasy” (ibid.). 
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98 Although “sure [that] they run out of [image] patterns at 
some point, and start repeating them” (T4), many passers-by continued watching. 
“Looking to see what comes next … keeps surprising you” (T8), and is enjoyable like 
“solving puzzles” (V4). All passers-by, “at some point” (V2), give up. “You’ve seen 
what it does” (T3) and “had enough of it” (V5) – before returning the next day. Trying 
to predict what is to be shown next was a common attempt at ‘taming’ the GS as a 
‘knowable’ show. 
 
To sum up, ‘outsiders’ made sense of the heterotopian GS by relating it to pleasures of 
interacting with other, more familiar forms of popular cultures (celebrities, advanced 
‘responsive’ screen technologies, and narratives), while ‘insiders’ projected onto the 
GS their anxieties and desires about the communal and national space they inhabit and 
imagined themselves travelling far away. Having considered how, with the change of 
vantage points during interaction, the screen turns from a ‘wondrous’ space of 
admiration into an object ‘tameable’ through critical reflection, in the following 
section, I explore how the screen morphed from an undesirable into a taken-for-
granted object in the locals’ habituation of the refurbished promenade.  
 
7.6 From the “Unacceptable” to the “Irreplaceable”: Domesticating the Screen 
and Habituating the Place 
 
I want to begin exploring how those that have to live with the screen have included it 
in their lifeworlds, by considering the fact that what the locals said they normally do at 
the GS was consistently at odds with what I observed them doing. Although they 
intimately enjoyed gazing at images, the locals insisted that they merely pay attention 
to other fellow strollers. As I will suggest in this section, that paradox indicates how 
the locals seek to integrate their interactions with the screen into their routines at the 
promenade, given that the screen invites activities (such as gazing at images and 
tourists) that are different from the traditional promenade culture (of gazing at other 
fellow citizens). I argue that by both denying and enjoying the pleasures of interacting 
with the screen, the locals manage to domesticate the GS as a piece of street furniture 
(and enjoy the old promenade), and to appropriate it as a pleasurable heterotopia (and 
                                                 
98 Identically, Brynskov et al.’s experimental research on interactions with a responsive media façade 
reports that incidental users made sense of the projections by reading them as narratives (2009: 165). 
This is also true for interactions with virtual reality interfaces (Burnett, 2004: 100). 
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stability of the GS in the locals’ repetitive comings and goings. 
 
I noticed the strange discrepancy between the data in observations, diaries and 
interviews even on my first encounters with local participants. As I approached them, 
they stood gazing at the images. They voiced those pleasures in their diaries, produced 
when the task was to document experiences of the environment. But they denied those 
pleasures in the subsequent interviews when the GS was the explicit focus, especially 
when they discussed the GS in the presence of others, insisting that the GS is “light 
entertainment” that belongs to “touristy leisure”. Let us take a closer look at this 
systematic irregularity by recalling some of the earlier accounts.  
 
The woman (L2) who talked in her diary about enjoying the “energy” of the “ball” 
that “cuts you off from everything” also accentuated the fact that at the GS “everyone 
thankfully minds their own business”. As she noted in her diary, her experience of 
‘separation’ from the promenade felt whilst on the GS, was “Great! Great!” Returning 
to Foucault, “the real sites” (in our case, the promenade), to which a heterotopia (the 
GS) is “connected”, are within the heterotopia “inverted” or “contested” (2002: 231). 
The woman welcomes the emergent sense of solitude that is not entirely compatible 
with the promenade traditions of seeing and making one’s self seen. For her, and for 
other locals, the ‘heterotopian’ GS has “a function in relation to all the space that 
remains” (ibid. 235): it produces not merely “a space of illusion”, but a 
“compensation” for the “space that remains”, by providing one of the “absolutely 
perfect other places” (ibid.). Referring approvingly to the fact that at the GS “no one 
seems to be looking at anyone else directly” (L4; L5, L10, L14) had to do not only 
with the pleasures of interaction with the GS, but also with the burdens of looking in 
the rest of the promenade.
99  
 
The GS, in fact, serves many locals as a point of “avoidance” (Lull, 1990: 38-40). For 
a sailor (L11) who feels excluded from the group of men (L5) who take the stroll 
                                                 
99 Here we find a confirmation of a long-standing pattern in media developments, such as the 
“contradictions between unity and division”, which characterised the post-war promotion of family 
television (Spigel, 1992: 74). Television was promoted as the piece of technology that would bring 
family members together, but soon each member had their own television set (ibid.). While the 
institutions imagined the GS as a tool that would bring the locals together in the refurbished quay, the 
locals developed habits of attending the GS, in order to enjoy solitude. 
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choose not to share the joys of the stroll with him, he interacts with images. Thus, to 
recall Seamon, while place-making (a “place ballet”) itself may be characterised by 
“comfort and convenience” of its practitioners (1979: 147), place-making can also be 
paired with a related discomfort and inconvenience. Similarly, the arts teacher (L3) 
tells me that she regrets returning to Zadar after having lived in London for five years. 
“I crave the sense of anonymity and privacy I had there”. She is discontented with the 
fact that in Zadar she cannot seem to merely “mind my own business”, and enjoys 
solitary gazing at the screen. But when interviewed, she also insisted, speaking in the 
plural, “we’re not taken by this cheap entertainment, made only to draw tourists to the 
coast”. 
 
Just how much what the locals said about denying the importance of the screen was at 
odds with what they actually did there can be best illustrated with the following 
situation. A policewoman who tours the site at night complained to me, saying: “I am 
glad they constructed this nice thing here, but personally, I’ve really had enough of it, 
seeing those images flicker every other night, and having to deal with people falling 
asleep here, or passing out drunk, having snacks, even dinners, and parties, with 
portable sound systems”. Just as I start to sympathise with her professed boredom, I 
notice that she suddenly turns to the friend she came along with, and cuts off our 
conversation to show the man an image that he should not miss seeing. “Look, there”, 
she says, “quickly, that’s that beautiful image that I was telling you about!”  
 
This paradox between said and done is typical of how the domestication of the GS as 
an urban screen works. The locals strive to maintain the pre-refurbishment collective 
promenade culture, without having to annihilate the pleasures of interaction with the 
screen. When the locals deny the value of “separations” from others, sensed while 
standing on the screen, they in fact recreate the site as an integral part of the whole 
promenade, in order to sustain the pre-refurbishment promenade culture. Thus, 
interacting with the screen as a pleasurable separation from the stroll, interrupts, but 
(historically, in the locals’ biographies of living in Zadar), does not disrupt
100 the pre-
                                                 
100 Although not familiar in the existing literature, I found the distinction between interruption as “a 
hindrance of the course of continuance of something” and disruption as “violent dissolution of 
something” (Oxford English Dictionary, 2011), useful in illustrating the negotiation of the GS in 
relation to the promenade culture. 
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domestication studies, technologies, like their users, “inhabit houses”, being “as much 
pressed into the enactment of already existing social relationships as they stimulate the 
creation of new ones” (Strathern, 1992: viii). 
 
It is not really in the spirit of the evening stroll in Mediterranean towns to pause for an 
imaginative individual engagement with an object on exhibition or display, and to do 
so to the detriment of the gazing and chatting with others. If interacting with the GS is 
different from the promenade culture, then to say that “I do not really pay much 
attention to the screen” sustains the meaning of the promenade in its learnt pattern in 
which “I pay attention to the passing others”. How is it possible, then, to be ‘alone 
with others’ on the GS, and to enjoy it intimately in the busy summer nights? Standing 
on the luminous floor, “you can hear people talking, but you can’t really see them” 
(T1), and, as pointed out in the previous section, there is a sense that “no one can see 
you” (L4).  
 
The paradoxical manifestation of domestication can be further sensed in a number of 
contradictions the locals make when speaking about the GS. No one seems to 
remember when precisely it was opened, nor exactly how it works. When asked about 
what had been there prior to the insertion of the screen, the schoolgirl said “just 
pavement” (L1). The pavement that surrounds the screen did not exist before the 
renovation. Other locals stressed that the GS “fulfilled this space” (L12). They eagerly 
criticise advertising billboards, seen elsewhere in the city, as things that “stand out 
[from the environment] like a sore thumb” (L12; L16). However, they see the GS (the 
central lighting spot in the darkened quay) as “much more subtle” than the billboards 
(L12). As if witnessing different GSs, for tourists the screen “stands out” as something 
“quite impressive”, and something that would have been nicer if it was “a bit more 
subtle, discreet” (T5; T1; T3), while for the locals, the GS “does not break the space” 
(L12). It “gathers” people, they say, although, in fact, it is they who ‘gathered’ the 
screen in their lifeworlds as they did other ‘homely’ features of their hometown. But 
the ‘gathering’ was gradual, and, as I aim to indicate in the end of the section, it does 
not end. 
 
  236The year it took the workers to complete the construction was followed by anxiety 
about how the promenade would be changed. “There was a fence all around here. And 
everyone used to come everyday to check how it was progressing” (L4; L5). The 
activist (L10) recalls pressing an acquaintance of his who worked at the construction 
site for ‘insider information’, and climbing the fortification walls to get a sneak 
preview of “what it would look like”. When the GS was uncovered, the first encounter 
was followed by “a strange feeling of tranquillity”, and a sense that “all problems 
were gone, evaporated” (L1). The college student (L7) “marvelled at it”, wondering, 
“how it was even possible to produce such a thing”. In her day-to-day visits, she soon 
started “observing it from different angles”. “It takes time to accept things 
wholesomely”, she explains, highlighting the gradual nature of domestication as 
“taking it little by little”. As Ahmed reminds us, inhabiting space “takes time … [and] 
place. It is a process of becoming intimate with where one is” (2006: 11).  
 
Although seen as a “boom” attraction (L10) when it was opened, the GS has been 
domesticated. “You start going back to other parts of the city” (L10). The young man 
highlights that the ‘conversion’ of the screen from being “magical” to “not so special 
any more” is inevitable. “You live here, so you get used to it” (L10; L15, L4, L2, L16, 
L5). As he emphasises, the screen now “shines” merely “literally” (L10). The 
domesticated GS is “not as shiny” as the freshly installed one was. “We used to laugh 
hysterically, now we’re much more relaxed. Now I don’t have to think about it” (V8). 
‘Not having to think’ equals the relief of having domesticated the object, that is, not 
having to work out ways of ‘taming’ it on each encounter. Though proud of the town’s 
technological “achievement” in setting up the screen (L5), the locals seem to be 
entirely unaware of their parallel ‘achievements’ – the labour of their gradual 
domestication of the spectacular interface as a ‘homely’ screen-place.  
 
Participants in an online discussion before the official opening of the site were very 
critical about why so much money was spent on the “stark light” that seemed 
“unacceptably disturbing”, “intrusively standing out”, “taking too much focus away 
from the environment”, or simply “stupid”, and “meaningless” (Croportal, 2009). 
They also complained about why the funds spent on the GS were not used to build a 
school or a home for the elderly. Others suggested that the site should have been 
“better commercially used”, with facilities at which “to have ice-cream and soft 
  237drinks” (L6). This was also a plea to domesticate the site in familiar commercial 
terms. Though ‘attractive’, the GS ‘stood out’ from the familiar discourse of the 
outdoor leisure industry. 
 
Two years later, not one local mentioned any of those criticisms in my research. In 
fact, I noticed that the locals have put up images of the screen on their mobile phones 
and laptop wallpapers, as well as on posters for various events. The GS often serves as 
a stage for festive gatherings, like “Nights of the Full Moon”, fashion shows, and 
concerts, even weddings. The same locals that claim that the GS does not impress 
them in any special way, nonetheless place the GS on a pedestal of specialness. 
Moreover, feeling that they live in a small ‘provincial’ town, ‘sidelined’ in a country 
centralised around its inland capital, Zagreb, the citizens of Zadar refer to the GS with 
civic pride.  
 
The locals take guests and friends to the GS, referring to it as a unique tourist 
landmark that “makes Zadar, and our homeland, known [internationally]” (L10; L16). 
They care about the GS “not getting damaged” (L10). The then-mayor said that they 
“rarely ever had graffiti written on the ancient [Roman] buildings”. Similarly, at the 
GS, locals “would not throw the chewing gum on the floor” (L12; L14). The 
schoolgirls explain that “it’s horrible when the hooligans come and destroy the panels, 
one is worth £1k, mind you!” (L1). The locals say they “would not change a thing on 
it”, even if they could. “It’s perfect as it is” (L1). As Seamon reminds us, the 
“gestures”, such as the “impulse to remove a piece of litter from the pavement”, are 
signs of “attachment”: “the sense of responsibility and devotion that [inhabitants] 
feel” for a habituated place (1979: 150). 
 
To the locals the GS is “part of this ambience. It is our place” (L5; L8). Therefore, we 
cannot agree with Relph’s argument that the uses of media technologies in everyday 
spaces have “reduced the need for face-to-face contact” and “the significance of place-
based communities”, and that they have led to “a lessening diversity of places” (1976: 
92). The case of GS suggests the opposite in both respects: locals have domesticated 
the screen as part of their everyday space and have made that refurbished promenade’s 
end into a place. In fact, locals now go to the GS “not as often” as tourists (L15), but 
“once or twice a week” (L7), because the GS for them “is not such a monumental 
  238thing” (L10; L6, L15, L13). Rather, as I suggested above, they encounter it as part of 
taking the traditional stroll on the promenade.  
 
Having lived with its presence in their everyday space, some locals have developed an 
ethnomethod of ‘dosing’ their attendances to the GS. Work and home are places to 
which “you must go” (L10), but, when possible, they can resist encountering the 
screen at the highly frequented spot by ‘dosing’ interaction, as they endeavour to do 
with other screens (by turning them on and off) at home and work or school. If the 
repetitiveness of routines can threaten the everyday life with “becoming entirely dull” 
(V7), some seek to manage their encounters with the screen by thinking about 
alternative routes through the peninsula. “When you don’t see it every day, you can 
make it something special” (L6; L2, V7). A student (V7), who I saw arriving at the 
screen and pressing it with his foot in the daytime put it, “don’t you sometimes feel 
you just want to step onto a kind of surface that’s simply different from any other you 
see every day?” This he can experience by ‘dosing’ interaction, and attending the 
familiar screen as an “outstanding” place. ‘Dosing’ interaction also includes knowing 
perfectly well when the time is to leave. “You gaze until you’re ‘filled’” (V10), or, 
after having “meandered a bit, [and] seen what’s going on” (L2).   
 
Although the migration of the GS within the locals’ horizons, from a point of central 
attention to a more peripheral point of habitual awareness, may have been followed by 
a decrease in the amount of time they can be seen interacting with it, it would be 
misleading to infer any diminution in the screen’s actual significance in their 
lifeworlds.
101 Rather, this is part of the labour locals invest in domesticating the screen 
that occupies a highly frequented spot on the promenade. This is necessary because, as 
indicated in the previous two chapters, urban screens are not entirely the same as other 
pieces of street furniture. Urban screens are designed as pieces of media technology 
that cannot be materially mastered.  
 
In Zadar, passing through the everyday space of the peninsula frequently involves 
encountering both the ‘irresolvable puzzle’ of the changing images, and the ‘show’: 
                                                 
101 I refer to attempts at inferring significance about everyday media consumption from hours spent on 
interaction (cf. Gitlin, 2001). As Gitlin suggests, drawing on statistical figures about media 
consumption, the immense contemporary “media flow … has swelled into a torrent of immense force 
and constancy” as an “accompaniment to life that has become a central experience of life” (2001: 17, 
original emphases). 
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promenade, is a familiar (even, for some, desirable) and ‘tamed’ kind of wilderness, 
but not an annihilated one. It refers to what locals regularly note from a distance as 
“something different going on”: different images and unknown others moving on the 
illuminated promenade’s end. At the same time, the everyday tolerates novelty limited 
by the extent to which it ‘impinges’ on the lifeworld, that is, novelty that does not 
cancel out the lifeworld’s basic habitual ground (in our case, the promenade culture). 
In that sense, the case of the mature men (L5) peeping at the GS while chatting (see 
section 7.4), suggested that, as the locals say of the GS, “we [both] see it and don’t see 
it” (L11). Although these men, who gather near the screen, now “barely notice” it, the 
GS looks to them as “always the same”, and “always … a bit different”. They are 
aware of the screen as a ‘resident’ object, but its changing appearance attracts their 
“sens[ing]” its “presence”. 
 
Fig. 74: A “different” kind of surface 
 
The locals erect this ‘middle’ ground (of sensing, noticing and not seeing) by 
endeavouring to keep both the pleasures of the pre-refurbished and the refurbished 
promenade in play. As a space consumed in relaxation, entertainment and recreation, 
the screen can be integrated into the similarly conceived rest of the promenade. 
 
7.7 Conclusion  
When the refurbished part of Zadar’s promenade was given a moving-image screen, 
the citizens had to renegotiate the quay as a technologically mediated place. However, 
although the habits of interacting with images are potentially in contradiction with the 
promenade culture of interacting with fellow citizens, the locals managed to continue 
taking the traditional strolls without refraining from the pleasures of engaging with 
images. There are always those who observe and those who are observed in the 
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promenade. At its redesigned end, the locals skilfully incorporate glancing at the 
screen in their inter-personal encounters, and intimately enjoy its colourful 
illumination as an intermediary, third interlocutor. 
 
While some locals seek to ‘dose’ their attendances to the GS in their everyday 
passages through the peninsula, all passers-by endeavour to ‘tame’ the screen, by 
changing viewing positions. Making choices about their vantage points – informed by 
size, scale, shape, and position of the screen – had the status of practicing resistance to 
the screen’s ‘immersive’ mode of address. The GS was experienced as an entertaining 
and relaxing object when seen from outside it, and an ‘imaginary elsewhere’, when 
seen from inside it. Whilst in the heterotopian place (cf. Foucault, 2002), where one is 
“thankfully” less available to the gaze of others, the locals and Croatian visitors 
reflected on the “underdeveloped” spaces of Croatia and imagined travelling to the 
‘West’. The locals also observed tourists enjoying themselves in a kind of peace and 
harmony that they, until recently, lacked. Thus, while both materially designed, and 
lived as a place, the GS is for its users inconceivable without reference to spaces, 
times and activities beyond its location. 
 
Noticing, during the traditional stroll, that the visual appearance of the refurbished 
quay continually changes, requires the locals to maintain the GS as domesticated, 
which they do by glancing at it secretly and claiming it is a tourist attraction. In that 
sense, the construction of the screen does inform their communal belonging (as the 
town Council had initially hoped), though it is a technologically mediated one, based 
on habituating a heterotopia (Foucault, 2002). In the following chapter I examine the 
case in which a screened heterotopia was produced, conversely, by the local 
community, in London’s Gillett Square, in response to the institutional ‘regeneration’ 
of the broader area.  
 
 